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Since … perception only gives information of this external world or of “physical reality” 
indirectly, we can only grasp the latter by speculative means. It follows from this that our 
notions of physical reality can never be final. We must always be ready to change these 
notions {Albert Einstein 1935} 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Family and will for change are two unrelated, yet precious gifts or features in our unique 
existence. Family is our gateway to heaven and it shapes our existence and happiness. If 
the ones whose smiles and happiness we depend on {Albert Einstein 1935}, are always 
there to support us, stand us, encourage us when things seem unreachable, give us a 
precious smile or genuine laugh, we can live a great life and achieve unimaginable things. 
I believe that the success of a man lies in the unconditional love of his strong, wise and 
selfless woman, the amazing existence of his beloved children as well as the wise advices 
and life examples of his parents and relatives. A special dedication goes to my mother 
Margarita, who fought and sacrificed everything to enable me to study, supported me in 
every stage of my PhD, handed in my PhD thesis with me until God took her to heaven. I 
thank my wife Jessica: she has given me the biggest support on an emotional and 
academic level. I thank my son, Marlon Kaleo, for the the joy and love he has given me 
every day; and my brother Dhimitraq for always being supportive and a role model and 
my wonderful family.  
As my life has shown, despite our actions and mistakes in the past, we can make a 
change in the present. I truly believe that with will and constant commitment, we can 
make miracles and give life to our dreams. Shaping future generations, transforming 
beliefs, cultivating visions, changing lives {Louis Schmier 2007} and guiding young 
spirits towards knowledge are some of the things we can do. We 'can', we are 'able to'and 
we 'will'. 
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Abstract  
Within the system of modality, modalization builds an area of uncertainty. It is an 
intermediate point between positive polarity (it is) and negative polarity (it is not), 
which has various degrees of indeterminacy (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 176). This 
indeterminacy includes probability and is expressed through items that Holmes (1990) 
and Hyland (1998) termed hedges and boosters. However, hedges and boosters can also 
function within intensity, where they convey a certain level of degree. Through them, 
writers achieve approval by finding the right balance between the reinforcement of 
statements with the assurance of reliable knowledge and the tentativeness to convey 
doubt and adequate social interrelations (Hyland 1998b: 349). The aim of this 
comparative study is to investigate the usage of hedges and boosters in Italian and 
Albanian student academic writings in their L1 and L2. Author-related and proposition-
related hedges (e.g. suppose, approximately) and boosters (e.g. show, completely) as 
well as interrelated aspects such as their positioning, orientation, manifestation, and 
prosody of modalization will be analysed. My paper will interweave Prince et al.’s 
(1980) categorization of hedges, Quirk et al.’s (1985) model of boosters, Lafuente 
Millán’s (2008) categorization of approximative meanings and related concepts of the 
Systemic Functional Grammar (henceforth SFG) (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014) to 
create an innovative combination. I have compiled two corpora of Italian student 
writings (around 3 million words each) respectively in Italian and English and two 
corpora of writings by Albanian students in Albanian (around 2.2 million words) and in 
English (around 600.000 words). All corpora include a similar number of words and 
genres for each disciplinary domain as well as a balance of male and female writers. 
Disciplinary domains pertain to both soft and hard sciences (Social Sciences, Languages 
and Literature, Medicine, Chemistry, Physics, Mathematics and Informatics). As Toska 
(2015) stated, very little research has been conducted on academic writing in Albania. 
Thus, it is essential to initiate research in this field. Results of the quantitative analysis 
show that hedges were favored by Albanians and boosters were favored by Italians. The 
neutral position (in-between the clause complex, next to the verb, temporal or finite 
operator) of hedges and boosters was the most frequently encountered position in my 
corpora, followed by medial (in-between the clause complex, not next to verb, temporal 
or finite operator) and thematic position (at the beginning of the clause). Lastly, the 
same hedge (probably) and booster (significantly) appeared as author-related (shield) 
and proposition-related (approximator). This overlap between author-related and 
proposition-related categories demonstrates the importance of context in ranking these 
items and suggests relevant modifications to the original categorization by Prince et al. 
(1980). From my findings, I conclude that Italians show more commitment than 
Albanians, who appear more tentative in their writings. 
 
Keywords: corpus analysis, academic writing, modality, modalization, degree, hedge, 
booster, Italian student corpora, Albanian student corpora 
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1. Introduction 
Different societies have different means of conveying ideas and presenting opinions and 
arguments. These means are influenced by different variables such as education (how 
students are instructed in using boosters), linguistic affordance (students’ mental 
representations of subject-action-object relations), tenor (students’ low ‘power’ roles 
and institutional roles in the academia), academic culture and so on. Albanian and 
Italian students, for instance, pertain to two different academic cultures and have 
possibly received different elementary or even advanced English language instructions. 
The Albanian and Italian academic cultures and contexts remain interrelated, which 
makes it interesting to explore how these aspects are reflected in their students’ 
linguistic choices. Hösch (cf. 2004: 22) explains how for more than two centuries, the 
Roman and other dominations did not simply establish structural power in the Balkans. 
They transferred political, cultural and social norms that, with their epochal value, 
shaped a unified Balkan cultural space. These historical interrelations and possible 
linguistic influences of Italian on the Albanian language are partly due to the long 
Roman domination (167 B.C.) (“Iliria nen perandorine Romake” 2002) and later Fascist 
invasion (on 7 April 1939). (“Xhama” 2009) This domination and invasion led to the 
foundation of many Italian schools in Albania and is proven by the existence of ancient 
Roman amphitheaters in Albania, such as "Apollonia" and "Butrinti". Moreover, 
Gjoleka (2014) emphasized the relevant contribution of Italian researchers, such as 
Gaetano Petrotta, Carlo Tagliavini, Paolo di Giovine and Giovan Battista Pellegrini, to 
the Albanian language. However, this would lead to a longer discussion and is not the 
focus of my study and will therefore not be elaborated on. Furthermore, the similarities 
and differences of these two neighboring nations are an intriguing reason for me to 
compare and analyze their student’s academic output. During my childhood in Albania, 
I experienced the large impact of the Italian culture and language on my home country. 
Many people would speak Italian, watch Italian TV series, listen to Italian music and 
talk positively about this country and its culture. Currently, there is still a strong relation 
between the two nations in terms of political relations, certain ways of thinking, 
behaving and expressing oneself. What was not clear to me was how these distinct 
relations have an impact on the linguistic choices, patterns and particularly, the 
academic writing style of young scholars. My main objective is to find out in how far 
Italian and Albanian student writers are similar to or different from each other in terms 
of presenting new knowledge, using face-saving strategies and persuading their readers 
to be successful in academia. Thus, a corpus-based comparison of hedges and boosters 
found in Albanian and Italian student academic writings in their L1 and English as an 
L2 will be conducted.  
“We use language to make sense of our experience, and to carry out our interactions 
with other people” (Halliday and Matthiessen: 2014: 25). Our language and writings 
carry some aspects of our personal and educational experience, surrounding context and 
cultural environment. Based on an analysis of language in use, supported by Biber, 
Conrad and Reppen (1998: 1), my study focuses on “the actual use of language in 
naturally occurring texts.” To analyze written language, my study draws on the area of 
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corpus linguistics. According to McEnery and Hardie (cf. 2012: i), corpus linguistics is 
the large-scale investigation of linguistic data and a computer-aided study of very large 
groups of written texts or (transcribed) spoken language. My corpus-based analysis 
contains the essential characteristics mentioned by Biber, Conrad and Reppen (1998: 4), 
namely, it empirically analyses patterns of language use, it is computer-aided, it makes 
use of a large and principled compilations of texts (corpus) and it consists of a 
qualitative and quantitative part. Through the qualitative and quantitative observation of 
patterns of language in use, it is possible to draw contextual, national and cultural 
implications on these patterns.  
As I mentioned in the previous paragraph, language production is affected, among 
the other previously mentioned variables of context, personal and educational 
experiences, by culture. Culture is a very controversial concept, with one possible 
source defining culture as a “systematic network of meaning which allow us to 
understand, develop and communicate our knowledge and beliefs about the world” 
(Lantolf 1999; cited in Hyland 2015: 51). Therefore, culture is intrinsically related to 
language and learning and is communicated through language. However, culture is not 
the only variable and not always the reason for differences in writing. L2 students have 
difficulties, for example, when they face academic conventions that vary significantly 
from their first language and academic culture, for instance needing to appear more 
tentative, express more clarity, and coherence etc. (cf. Hyland 2015: 51-52) In this 
study, I only focus on the academic culture of L2 writers. With the expansion of higher 
education, the student population has become more culturally, linguistically and socially 
heterogeneous. (cf. Hyland 2015: 48-59) Due to these developments, it becomes even 
more necessary to have an international language through which academics can achieve 
recognition from an international and globalized audience. This function is fulfilled by 
the English language. English has established itself as the international language of 
academia and research. Currently, for most academics and numerous students, writings 
in general have to be completed in English. More than 90% of journal literature in 
several fields and 70% (17.000 titles) of the papers from the Thompson Reuter Master 
journal (http://sciene.thomsonreuters.com/) are published in English. (cf. Hyland 2015: 
48-59) Schmied (2011: v) discusses how “with the further expansion of English as THE 
language of science and international cooperation during the last few decades, new 
challenges and opportunities have arisen for English departments and English 
graduates.” This inevitably brings the need for comparative research of academic 
writing, since “more students even at postgraduate levels seem to lack the skills that 
have been taken for granted for a long time at European universities” (Schmied 2011: 
v). Through a better academic writing (in English), Albanian and Italian academics can 
have a better understanding of their disciplines, better academic success such as higher 
grades or more recognition of their work and a solid establishment of their careers. 
It is clear that writing represents an essential means for individuals to establish 
themselves as competent scholars, earn professional visibility and establish a good 
reputation. (cf. Hyland 2015: 66) For students, that may translate into a better BA, MA 
or PhD thesis which might lead to a better grade and recognition by the evaluation jury 
or supervisor. For their future careers, effective academic writing may lead to a better 
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career opportunity or, for the ones aiming to work at University, a better recognition 
within the scientific community in the wide and active area of scientific publications. 
Academic writing, from which this study analyses some of its core genres (BA, MA, 
PhD theses and term papers), “has established itself almost as an independent discipline 
in applied linguistics” (Schmied 2011: 1). It has transformed in the last two decades 
“from a text-based to a writer- and reader-oriented perspective, from a prescriptive to an 
empirical discipline” (Schmied 2011: 1). This means that academic writing, which 
comes in the form of a text, covers principal notions such as social experience, systemic 
functional considerations, and related features such as pragmatic (persuasiveness) and 
semantic functions. All of these notions and related features, which shape the main body 
of my research activity, will be briefly introduced below. 
Among the previously presented aspects such as language and academic writing, 
there are several semantic and pragmatic systems and elements that interact. Probably 
the most prominent among these systems, as far as this study is concerned, is polarity. 
Polarity is closely related to its intermediate point, modality, to help writers to convey 
new ideas, display contrasts and achieve pragmatic goals. The system of polarity is a 
component that is essential and grammaticalized in every human language. It is a 
system of ways of establishing a semantic space across the positive (it is) and negative 
(it is not) pole. Negative polarity (also eferred to as negation) is further categorized into 
direct negatives and transferred negatives. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 162) A 
linguistic realization is counted as direct negative when the scope of negative element 
falls on the proposition as in the case of […] not true. When the negative is transferred 
into the modality, as in the case of […] not possibly […], the modality itself is negated 
by a negative element. It means that modality falls within the scope of the negative 
element. In transferred negatives, as it will be shown in the literature review and 
analysis sections, there is a switch of modalization values either from high to low or 
vice-versa. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 693) 
Polarity represents a possibility between the alternatives yes and no. Within these 
alternatives, intermediate points exist, namely distinct types of ‘indeterminacy’ 
collectively termed modality, that function across ‘sometimes’ and ‘maybe’. These 
features of English and of many other languages are surely reflected in academic 
writing. In academic writing, previous studies are discussed, new ideas and terms are 
proposed, and certain phenomena are investigated and contrasted. During these 
processes, there is a constant negotiation between the authors and their audiences for the 
acceptance of probable reasons and possible predictions. Through these discussions and 
interpretations, authors convey their opinions and other information in objective and 
subjective ways. Therefore, modality is relevant for the achievement of peer-
acceptance, credibility and accurateness for academic papers. Modality includes 
propositions (modalization), and proposals (modulation) (cf. Halliday: 1985: 86), but 
my study will predominately focus on the former. While modalization deals with the 
conveyance of certainty and uncertainty, probability, intensity and usuality, modulation 
deals with the expression of offers and proposals which aim at making the audience or 
interlocutor act or think in a desired way. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 176) In 
between the conveyances of certainty, it is and it is not are the relative probabilities of it 
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must be, it may be, it will be. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 176) In an interesting 
juxtaposition of polarity and modalization, Halliday and Matthiessen claim that even a 
high value modal is less certain than a polar statement: that’s certainly John is less 
determinate than that’s John. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 177) Schneider 
(1999) shows a similar perspective to this juxtaposition by considering polar statements 
as stronger than modality.  
Modalization is further categorized into two different types of intermediate 
possibilities: (i) levels of probability (possibly) that express various degrees of 
likelihood; and (ii) levels of usuality (sometimes) that include various degrees of 
oftenness. (cf. Halliday 1985: 335; Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 177) My study will 
mainly focus on probability and only briefly on usuality.  
At the clause complex (also referred to as sentence) level, authors of academic 
writing may convey three principal meanings: textual (organizational aspects of texts), 
ideational (how experience and ideas are recreated/connected) and interpersonal (how 
authors appraise and negotiate arguments). (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 45-46; 
Martin 2014: 10) These three metafunctions interact with the context they fall into. The 
context is composed by situation types or contextual elements such as field, tenor and 
mode. The first contextual element of field stands for the nature or domain (e.g. topic) 
of a certain activity. The second contextual element of tenor is related to the values and 
roles of the interactants of a certain interactive activity. The third one, mode, refers to 
the role and ‘labour division’ of semiotic activities such as language. (cf. Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014: 37) The interpersonal metafunctions such as negotiating within 
modalization compose tenor and the textual metafunctions such as periodicity shape 
mode. Finally, the ideational metafunction (e.g. conjunction) builds the contextual 
element of field. (cf. Halliday 1973; Martin 2014: 10) As it will be shown in the 
literature review and analysis sections, these functions are not exclusively related to one 
contextual element and may construe a continuation in a different area.  
Within the contextual elements of tenor and field are two relevant items, which 
interweave both interpersonal and ideational meanings. These persuasive items, namely 
hedges and boosters, assist writers of academic texts in presenting acceptable claims 
and fostering agreement from their readers. Hedges (probably, approximately) are 
characterized by the purpose of withholding the authors’ complete commitment to the 
presented information. (cf. Hyland 2017: 20) They can take the form of, for instance, 
modal auxiliaries and adverbs, which are used by the author to distance himself or 
herself from his or her research while maintaining a credible image. (cf. Schmied 2018: 
9) From my perspective, hedges either indicate the author’s low level of commitment 
toward the truthfulness of the given information (category a) or present the partial 
membership of an item in a semantic category (by acting as approximators) (category 
b). My bipartite division is an elaboration of the categorization by Prince, Frader and 
Bosk (cf. 1980: 6-20), where category a refers to the predominately pragmatic category 
of shields (may, according to) and category b stands for the mainly semantic category of 
approximators (circa, more or less). These categories are further subdivided and 
contextualized in the following sections and subsections of my study. Boosters (totally, 
definitely, it is clear that) are characterized by the purpose of emphasizing strength or 
5 
 
an author’s sureness regarding the given information. (cf. Hyland 2017: 20) For a more 
accurate representation of boosters, I want to add that they either indicate the writer’s 
full commitment towards the truthfulness of the proposition (author-related boosters), or 
they indicate the complete membership of an item within a semantic category 
(proposition-related boosters).  
To provide a complete description of how authors negotiate statements in their 
research, it is necessary to include both hedges and boosters. (cf. Lafuente Millán 2008: 
70) Supporting my choice of analyzing both hedges and boosters, Grabe and Kaplan 
(1997/2010: 155) emphasize that there is no discussion on hedging that can be fully 
divided from aspects such as emphasis and strong assertion. In my study, both linguistic 
devices will be qualitatively and quantitatively analyzed from many important angles, 
such as positioning, semantic categories, orientation and manifestation, the way they 
cluster together, cultural implications, related subject pronouns, impersonal realizations 
and more. Moreover, the small-scale findings of Pietrandrea (cf. 2007: 52-55) on the 
dual nature of secondo me (in my opinion) as a hedge and evidential led me to analyze 
such introductory forms in more detail. The literature review will reveal features of 
hedges, boosters and the previously mentioned aspects or angles such as positioning, 
semantic categories, orientation and manifestation in various cross-disciplinary 
contexts, cross-cultural contexts, academic writing and general linguistic contexts etc. A 
large number of scientific books and papers on hedges and boosters across more than 20 
languages ranging from 1927 to 2018 will be reviewed.  
There are several innovative aspects and strong motivations behind this analysis. 
This analysis is the first extended contribution to the investigation of academic writing 
(hedges and boosters) in the Albanian context. Moreover, it draws a unique comparison 
between the academic writings and usage of modality and intensity of two historically 
connected neighboring countries. Finally, it interweaves and adds new knowledge to the 
widely known concepts by Halliday (1985), Halliday and Matthiessen (2014), Lafuente 
Millán (2008), Prince et al. (1980) and Salager-Meyer (1994). Finally, it aims to present 
the current state of student academic writing at several Italian and Albanian universities, 
which may enhance the teaching of hedges and boosters (academic writing) at Albanian 
universities.  
During my teaching session at the University of Durrës in 2016, I realized that 
Albanian students studying the Albanian language were not taught the concepts of 
hedges and boosters. These modalization, modulation and degree devices are barely 
known in the Albanian research community. (cf. Toska 2015) Hedges and boosters in 
Italian or Italian English also appear to be neglected. However, there are a few studies 
by Italian researchers focusing on boosters (see Bondi 2008) and partly covering 
hedging or hedging devices (see Prat Zagrebelsky 2002; 2004). They will be presented 
and discussed later. 
The theoretical concepts of hedges and boosters will be explored with the assistance 
of different theoretical frameworks, which will be explained below. The contribution by 
Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6-19) is a relevant categorization distinguishing between the 
semantic (approximators) and pragmatic (shields) features of hedges, which will be 
applied in my study. Hyland recognises that the distinction or categorization proposed 
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by Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6-19) and Rounds (1982) supplies relevant academic 
knowledge on how writers mark their commitment and show which statements they are 
responsible for. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 79) There is a small number of recent small-scale 
studies that investigate these phenomena by following Prince et al.’s (1980: 9ff) 
categorization. These are presented in my literature review. Despite these studies, 
Hyland points out that the ways of marking commitment and show responsibility 
towards statements are largely unexplored and there have not been many researchers 
working on the foundations of Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 6-19) and Rounds’ (1982) initial 
studies by exploring different genres. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 79) Moreover, Hu and Cao 
(2016: 2797) emphasize that it is necessary to further analyze hedges and boosters in 
general.  
There is a clear similarity between Prince et al.’s (1980) categorization of hedges 
and Quirk et al.’s (1985) categorization of boosters. Quirk et al. (1985) presented 
emphasizers as author-related elements whereas intensifiers as more proposition-related. 
I consider proposition-related boosters or emphasizers (e.g. entirely, totally) as elements 
which express a similar semantic (and pragmatic) function as approximators (e.g. 
around, partly). They are located within two different poles of modality with the former 
expressing complete membership in a semantic category and the later conveying partial 
membership in a certain semantic category. Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 10) themselves link 
the booster entirely with the category of approximators, hinting at a similarity between 
approximators and proposition-related boosters. I also consider emphasizers as similar 
to shields. Shields indicate a direct relation between the writers and their propositions, 
equally to author-related boosters or emphasizers. Therefore, Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 
6ff) and Quirk et al.’s (1985) categorizations will be adapted to establish and investigate 
a new connection in literature.  
For a more specific categorization of approximators, Lafuente Millán’s (cf. 2008: 
79) categorization of approximative meanings of frequency, quantity, degree and 
limitation will be presented. His categorization of approximative meanings is based on 
Salager-Meyer’s (1994) small-scale study, with the only difference that the first 
categorization contained a category of time and not limitation. In my paper, there will 
be a discussion on the use of limitation instead of time, which is partly covered by the 
category of frequency. By agreeing with the original author, Salager-Meyer (1994), but 
different from Lafuente Millán (2008), I do not rank approximators separately from 
hedges. Approximators are predominately semantic, but they contain some interpersonal 
functions. (cf. Skelton 1988: 38, Lafuente Millán 2008: 69) However, their 
interpersonal functions will not be investigated in my study. Moreover, Lafuente 
Millán’s (cf. 2008: 79) categorization will not be transferred to my analysis of 
proposition-related boosters. Both interesting aspects of approximators are not feasible 
to investigate for the scope of my study. 
Halliday (1985) and Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 688) provide an extensive 
explanation of grammatical (SFG) concepts related to hedges and boosters. They 
explain how a hedge or booster can represent different forms of orientation and 
manifestation, such as subjective-explicit (I believe) or objective-implicit (possibly, 
certainly). My study will show how different correlations may appear for the same 
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lexeme and add new forms to the subjective-explicit correlation. Halliday and 
Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 140-145) present different forms of syntactic positioning which 
are relevant for the strength and scope of hedges and boosters, such as thematic (at the 
beginning of a clause or clause complex), neutral (right before or after the finite 
operator: modal auxiliary or verb) or afterthought (at the end of a clause complex). With 
scope, I refer to the ways items modify other parts of the same clause of clause 
complex, as Bondi’s (2008) paper showed. It will be shown that the thematic, neutral 
and afterthought or final positions do not cover the entire range of positioning of hedges 
and boosters. New terms will be introduced for other positions. Halliday (cf. 1985: 337) 
and Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 145-181) show the switch of values and the 
focus of negative polarity from the proposition, as seen in direct negatives such as 
possibly not, to modality, as in transferred negatives such as not possibly. Despite the 
general applicability of this phenomenon in English, my study will reveal its rather 
limited applicability for Italian and Albanian.  
My study includes an innovative combination of Prince et al.’s (1980) and Quirk et 
al.'s (1985) categorizations, Lafuente Millán’s (2008) paper and Halliday’s (1985) and 
Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) larger framework of modality and intensity. There 
may be evolving linguistic aspects from recent years and features specific to the two 
investigated contexts, Albania and Italy, and academic writing that can bring related 
evidence. Furthermore, it is a challenge to interrelate these theoretical frameworks to 
create a unified one. In the last decades, there has been no previous study that interrelate 
these frameworks. In a previous paper (Dheskali 2017), there was an introduction to the 
basic theoretical background of this study, with the focus being on media discourse. 
These concepts will be illustrated with examples from student academic writing in this 
PhD thesis. 
As a final point, it is important to briefly outline the structure of this study. The 
overall structure of the study takes the form of six chapters, including this introductory 
chapter. In the second chapter, there is an introduction of student academic writing, the 
general Albanian academic context, the unexplored area of Albanian academic writing 
as well as modalization in Albanian and related studies. There will also be a discussion 
about the complex system of the Italian language and the general Italian academic 
context, jointly with previous research on Italian (and Italian English) academic writing 
and modalization. The third chapter, ‘literature review’, begins by laying out the 
theoretical dimensions of this research. In this chapter, an in-depth exploration of 
pragmatic and semantic aspects of hedges and boosters and related studies is provided. 
Those studies show perspectives on gender, culture, native and non-native speakers of 
English and other variables or contexts. Furthermore, hedges and boosters are discussed 
in terms of their grammatical aspects, clause complex positioning and semantic 
categories from ten monolingual and bilingual dictionaries. The fourth chapter contains 
detailed information about the corpus compilation, research questions, hypotheses, 
theoretical framework and other relevant methodological aspects. The fifth chapter 
contains an extensive clarification of concepts through a qualitative analysis and related 
discussion. It also offers a clear quantitative analysis and discussion on the categories, 
subcategories and concepts of SFG related to hedges and boosters in Albanian and 
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Italian L1-L2 writings. It is accompanied by specific interpretations. Finally, 
conclusions, limitations and suggestions for further research are provided.  
1.1. General objective of the study 
This subsection represents an introduction to the general objective of my corpus-based 
analysis of Albanian and Italian student writings in their L1 and L2. 
 
General objective:  
The overarching aim of this corpus-based study is to show similarities and 
differences as well as cultural and contextual implications in the use of 
hedges, boosters and related concepts in Albanian and Italian student L1 and 
L2 writings. 
 
In order to find out possible differences and similarities between the two investigated 
contexts of student academic writing, there will be an extensive clarification of concepts 
in my qualitative analysis. This will concentrate on a large number of aspects related to 
hedges and boosters from a qualitative point of view. Furthermore, several quantitative 
comparisons and results of statistical tests on the same aspects will be provided. It needs 
to be emphasized that this study focuses on language use only for the analyzed data in 
relation to the selected theoretical concepts and less on general language observations or 
the development of theoretical concepts. Moreover, I have not been able to find any 
study that connects boosters (mostly treated from a metadiscourse perspective such as 
Hyland’s (1998b; 2005)) to modalization or any other concept from Systemic 
Functional Grammar (henceforth SFG). This makes it necessary to establish such an 
innovative and holistic approach to analyse hedges and boosters. 
 
1.2. Specific objectives of the study 
After having introduced the general objective of my study, it is necessary to clarify the 
three specific objectives of my corpus-based analysis. 
 
a) To analyze the quantitative and qualitative differences and similarities 
between Albanian and Italian student writings in their L1 and L2 in relation 
to hedges and boosters. 
b) To discover which pragmatic and semantic categories and subcategories of 
hedges and boosters (e.g. shields, quantity approximators) prevail in my 
corpora and why.  
c) To reach a clearer (quantitative) and deeper (qualitative) understanding of 
the occurrences of concepts of SFG related to hedges and boosters, such as 
their manifestation, orientation, positioning and prosody of modality. 
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The specific objectives of the study concentrate on linguistic features within the 
investigated contexts of academic writing such as author’s commitment as well as 
grammatical aspects (Halliday 1985; Halliday and Matthiessen 2014) related to hedges 
and boosters. The framework of my study concentrates on these three levels, which 
include many linguistic features. They will also be mentioned in the following 
subsection, the Justification of the study. 
1.3. Justification of the study 
As mentioned in the introduction, for more than 200 years, the Roman domination has 
affected the political, cultural and social norms of the Balkans (including Albania) (cf. 
Hösch 2004: 22). Therefore, it is clear how this early influence, the geographic, cultural 
and political closeness of the two neighboring countries Italy and Albania, shape a 
bilateral influence of them in terms of language use. This bilateral influence also results 
from the early (starting from the 15th century) settlement of the Albanian Arbëreshë 
minorities in Sicily and Calabria (Breu 2005). The two following paragraphs will reveal 
some of the major gaps that this study aims to fill. 
Although extensive research has been carried out on hedges and much less on 
boosters, no single study has previously compared hedges and boosters across various 
genres (BA, MA, PhD) of student academic writing in Albania and Italy. The concepts 
of espistemic modality or hedges and boosters appear to be underexplored in Albania 
and Italy. There have only been a few Italian researchers (see Bondi 2008; Pietrandrea 
2007, 2008) focusing on similar aspects. Toska (2015) confirms that academic writing 
has for long been neglected in the Albanian scholarly context. Albanian does not even 
have terms for the current linguistic meanings of hedges and boosters. There are only 
the very general terms “pjesëza të dyshimit” (elements or small pieces of doubt) by 
Agalliu et al. (cf. 2002: 316-317) and “përforcues” (audio amplifying device) from 
Stefanllari’s (1999/2007) English-Albanian Dictionary. The usage of hedges and 
boosters in Italian or Italian English also seems to remain widely unexplored, apart from 
some initiatives such as Bondi’s (2008) article and a few parts of Prat Zagrebelsky’s 
(2004) book. The previously mentioned aspects represent major research gaps that my 
study aims to fill. There are, however, also other gaps related to the knowledge of the 
students themselves about hedges and boosters. 
Hedges and boosters are crucial in the improvement of the academic writings of EFL 
students and non-native speakers in general, which is why I decided to focus on hedges 
and boosters in my study. "Students should be made aware of the need to mediate their 
claims […] in order to be effective readers and writers of scientific genres" (Salager-
Meyer 1994: 169). While effective academic writing appears to be strongly related to 
the mediation of claims through hedges and boosters, Albanian (and Italian) students do 
not seem to have proper awareness of such aspects. The interviews with experts, such as 
teachers of linguistics and academic writing in Albania and Italy, revealed that the 
concepts of hedges and boosters remain either partly or completely unknown to their 
students and are not always part of their syllabi. In fact, at the University of Modena, 
the Department of English cancelled the class on academic writing for students of 
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English in 2015. In Vlora, Bachelor (henceforth BA) and Master (henceforth MA) 
students of English did not have such a class either. During the Vlora summer school in 
2014, ten Albanian students of English (from the University of Vlora) showed a high 
interest in hedges and boosters (particularly boosters) and were willing to learn more 
about them and use them more often in their academic writings, which led me to 
conclude that these aspects should be treated in their classes. The Vlora summer school 
2014 was a TUC project funded by the DAAD, where I participated as an MA student. 
Another important aspect that I became aware of was that around 50 Albanian students 
of the Albanian language at the University of Durrës had no previous exposure to such 
concepts despite the fact that they easily understood them during my teaching session in 
2016. The discussion of the lack of awareness or instruction on hedges and boosters in 
some of the observed Albanian and Italian universities revealed the need for a scientific 
analysis of their usages. This may show relevant patterns to the students. 
After having presented several gaps in literature and education, a description of the 
scientific relevance of this study in relation to the gaps in literature. This study 
represents the first large-scale contribution to research in the Albanian academic writing 
context (hedges and boosters), presents a valuable comparison of two historically 
interrelated neighboring countries and possibly improves the teaching of hedges and 
boosters (and academic writing) at Albanian universities. Moreover, it is the first 
comparison ever on academic writing of hedges and boosters between the Albanian and 
Italian L1-L2 discourses. For the first time, the well-known related concepts by Halliday 
(1985), Halliday and Matthiessen (2014), Lafuente Millán (2008), Prince et al. (1980) 
and Salager-Meyer (1994) will be presented and investigated in two underexplored 
linguistic and cultural contexts. A much smaller gap that will be filled through this 
study is introducing comprehensive and appropriate “linguistic” terms for hedges and 
boosters for other Albanian researchers and the Albanian language itself. This can only 
be achieved by considering their pragmatic and semantic nature. In the next paragraphs, 
there will be a discussion on the scientific relevance of jointly investigating hedges and 
boosters.  
Studying and comparing both hedges and boosters is at the heart of our 
understanding of authorial commitment and negotiation of arguments, since they 
represent “two sides of the same coin” (Vázquez and Giner 2009: 219). To offer a 
complete picture of how authors negotiate their statements in their research, it is 
necessary to include both hedges and boosters. (cf. Lafuente Millán 2008: 70) Boosters 
have a peripheral function of presenting claims as commonly accepted views (Holmes 
1984; Hyland 1998a), and a main function of showing authorial commitment in relation 
to the truthfulness of the given information. (cf. Lafuente Millán 2008: 70) Like hedges, 
they can also modify the neustic which is the writer’s commitment to the truth of his or 
her claim. (Hare 1970) Consequently, this requires a unifying approach, which includes 
the same kind of products of hedges and boosters, both placed in the same branch of 
modalization on the higher level of the mood system. Mood is the major interpersonal 
element of the clause complex that provides the resources for the participants of the 
dialogue to share or ask for either information or goods and services. (cf. Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014: 97) In my unifying approach, I present items like possibly and surely 
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or the author suggests, and the author proves as comparable devices that contain a 
similar interpersonal function.  
Researchers often consider the concepts of hedges and boosters as two concepts that 
interact and that sometimes are even inseparable. (see e.g. Grabe and Kaplan 1997: 155; 
cited in Vázquez and Giner 2009: 221) Crismore, Markkanen and Steffensen (1993) 
claim that certainty markers resemble to hedges in that they indicate - "the writers’ level 
of commitment to the truth of their statements" (Crismore et al. 1993: 47-52; cited in 
Vázquez and Giner 2009: 221). - but they appear on the other side of the coin by 
conveying the writers’ commitment to their claims instead of the absence of their 
commitment. Hence, hedges and boosters, which both belong to the same epistemic 
category, have the same function, which is expressed at different levels. Despite all 
these common features, boosters “have received little attention in academic writing” 
(Hyland 1998b: 353). Even though a range of studies have shown the importance of 
‘hedging’ in academic writing, “we still know little about how it functions, or is 
typically realized, in specific academic domains” (Hyland 1998b: 349). It is clear that 
currently, we know more about hedges than we used to in 1998 (the year of the quote). 
The following more recent statement by Hu and Cao (2011) summarizes the need for 
further analysis of hedges and boosters. They maintain that “[d]espite the substantial 
number of empirical investigations into hedges and boosters as metadiscursive resources 
in academic writing, there are several issues [disciplinary domain, section, non-lexical 
devices, relation to negative polarity etc.] that merit further research” (Hu and Cao 
2011: 2797). It is evident that there is still no consensus on what hedges are and no 
broadly accepted definition of it. Therefore, it is important to study hedges and boosters. 
I believe that a writer must find the right balance between these two linguistic resources, 
which equally play a vital role in reaching academic persuasion and the readers’ 
acceptance. There is a final point worth mentioning that supports my choice of 
analyzing both hedges and boosters. It is stated in the quote by Grabe and Kaplan, who 
emphasize that: 
[A]ny discussion of hedging […] could not be separated completely from issues of 
emphasis, strong assertion and epistemic commentary. […] To limit the analysis to 
hedging alone appeared to be somewhat artificial (Grabe and Kaplan 1997/2010: 155). 
The discussion on the strong reasons for conducting this study such as the lack of 
similar studies on the Albanian and Italian context as well as the theoretical relevance of 
presenting a holistic perspective on hedges and boosters encloses this introductory part. 
The following section will focus on a lot of useful background information such as 
hedges and boosters in the Albanian and Italian context. 
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2. Background information 
2.1. Student academic writing as a social and rhetorical activity and its 
core genres  
This subsection provides useful clarifications on social constructivism, academic 
writing as an interactive process, and general frames of academic writing such as 
IMRAD and AIMAC. It also presents all types of student academic writing. 
This paragraph will focus on language, social constructivism and academic writing. 
They will all be presented as social acts or systems. The basic metafunctions of 
language in connection to our social and ecological environment construe or make sense 
of our experiences and enhance our social and personal relationships with people around 
us. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 30) By adhering to Halliday and Matthiessen to 
recognize language as a system which enacts and is enacted by our social experiences, I 
come to a similar theory named social constructivism. Social constructivism, in contrast 
to traditional empiricism and positivism, presents knowledge and social reality as build 
through regular interactions among people, and especially through discourse. In this 
interactive space, writers of academic texts are expected to set a professionally 
acceptable voice and attitude towards their arguments and, most importantly, their 
audience. (cf. Hyland 2015: 60) Disciplinary conventions are also an important factor in 
this writer-audience/colleagues process. Writers convey collegiality and seek support 
and agreement through the use of certain linguistic devices which act as a bridge 
between their texts or novel research and the conventions of their disciplines. By 
‘balancing’ their claims through the use of appropriate rhetorical strategies, writers of 
academic writing anticipate their readers’ possible rejections, (rhetorical) expectations, 
convictions and background knowledge. (cf. Hyland 2015: 60) According to Schmied 
(2015: 2):  
Well-written academic work includes the special attention to the reader all the time, 
even that the evaluation of the writing (in terms of a good mark, further funding or a 
positive citation) depends only partly on the “actual work”, but also on the convincing, 
honest and open presentation in a conscious attempt to use metalinguistic choices for 
their writer–reader interaction that encourages academic discourse and the advance-
ment of learning.  
Schmied (2015: 2) adds that writing academic texts effectively is necessary because of 
the increased and stricter conventions, such as expectations of readers, supervisors or 
evaluators, which developed in the last decades. In sum, writing and particularly 
academic writing, represents a chain of interactive processes between the writer and 
readers which involve mutual agreement or disagreement, collegiality, different or 
similar (cultural) backgrounds, convictions and knowledge, shared or distinct 
disciplinary conventions and many other variables. Currently, academic writing is 
widely agreed to be a social interaction between the writer and the audience, which 
requires effective rhetorical skills to reach acceptance and avoid embarrassment and 
’losing face’. That is why hedges and boosters are persuasive means which are essential 
to writers of academic texts. They can be seen from a variety of angles: how readers 
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perceive hedges and boosters, how and why the writers use them, and other possible 
ways in the wide interactive frame of academic writing. In this study, I focus on the 
writers’ angle, which I consider most relevant and in need of research and possible 
improvement within the chosen contexts. This discussion provided a clear overview of 
the main features of academic writing. The most relevant part of this discussion is that 
academic writing is an interactive process where writers must consider or include their 
audience through the use of, for instance, metalinguistic resources (e.g. hedges). The 
next paragraphs will reveal general frames used in academic writing. 
Different types of research papers or academic writings show similarities in terms of 
structure. In research papers, the most prominent and “uniform argumentative structure” 
appears to be IMRAD/IMRD, which stands for Introduction, Methods, Results, And 
Discussion. In recent years, this structure has been extended into a new structure called 
AIMRAD, which adds a structured abstract (often with a sequence of 4-6 keywords) or 
summary (Schmied 2015: 5). After exploring these model(s), Schmied (2015: 6) adapts 
IMRAD into AIMAC (Abstract, Issue, Methodology, Analysis and Conclusions), 
especially for Applied Linguistics.  
As a kind of substructure of IMRAD, Swales (1990) proposed his well-known 
CARS model of moves, which can be found among introduction sections of most 
articles from various disciplines. The CARS model (Swales 1990: 141) of introductions 
consists of: 
 
Move 1: Establishing a territory  
Step 1 Claiming importance and/or  
Step 2 Making topic generalizations and/or  
Step 3 Reviewing items of previous research  
Move 2: Establishing a niche  
Step 1a Counter-claiming or  
Step 1b Indicating a gap or  
Step 1c Question-raising or  
Step 1d Continuing a tradition  
Move 3: Occupying the niche  
Step 1a Outlining purposes or  
Step 1b Announcing present research  
Step 2 Announcing principle findings  
Step 3 Indicating article structure  
 
Schmied (cf. 2015: 6) adds that it is difficult to offer such a model for a whole thesis 
and that this model may be even more representative for an MA thesis (introduction), 
rather than a BA thesis. He presents a relevant table for AIMAC where A/IMRAD and 
its substructure CARS are interjoined, reshaped and contextualized with examples.  All 
these frames are useful for structuring academic writings. They can serve as guiding 
points for novice writers in academia. They can also give an understanding of the 
general structure of texts of my corpora. The next paragraphs will provide even more 
specific descriptions of the general features of student academic writings. This is 
relevant since my main focus is on this type of academic writing. 
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My corpora consist of texts from three genres, namely BA, MA and PhD theses. 
They also include BA and MA term papers. Schmied observes how “the earliest pieces 
of academic writing in the Bologna System are the so-called term papers.” He clarifies 
that they represent specific exercises aimed at helping students to demonstrate their 
critical thinking in, for instance, Linguistics, Cultural Studies or literary criticism. By 
writing term papers, students can get acquainted to formal conventions, such as using 
MLA and APA styles. They do not usually have a very strict structure, and often they 
are relatively narrative. They are usually built on the basis of available secondary 
literature and (hopefully) include some conclusions of the students themselves (Schmied 
2015: 15). A particular feature of the Albanian English term papers of CARE is their 
low number of words and pages. During my study years in Vlora, it was common for us 
to write term papers between two and three pages and only in two occasions, we wrote 
two term papers of 16-20 pages. This represents a considerable difference, if we 
consider, for instance, the overall bigger size of term papers at the Chemnitz University 
of Technology. 
Apart from term papers, students are required to write theses, which require a larger 
amount of time and writing. However, there are exceptions where students do not need 
to write a thesis. The first academic writing project within the university level is 
normally a BA thesis. Schmied argues that a BA thesis can still be ranked as a teaching 
genre, despite the fact that it is supposed to introduce students to independent research 
for the first time. Students usually have to hand in their project at the end of a study 
period of three or five years at university. Moreover, it usually consists of 15.000-
20.000 words and is created for the elementary purpose of being awarded with a BA 
degree. (cf. Schmied 2015: 11) The BA thesis is usually similar in many aspects to the 
MA thesis, though they differ in academic rigor and length. (cf. Schmied 2015: 15) The 
following paragraph summarizes the basic features of these types of academic writing, 
including PhD theses: 
If we think of the steps of academic qualification, we can of course distinguish be-
tween the first academic attempt in a BA thesis which is pursued after three years of 
study and has often little more than 40 pages at a BA level, and five years of study and 
little more than 60 pages at the MA level. The contrast to a PhD thesis is striking in 
quality and in quantity, since that can only be pursued after around 8 years of study al-
together and may take up at least 200 pages today (Schmied 2015: 12).  
After this general introduction of academic writing, its general frames and different gen-
res, there will be a detailed discussion on the specific Albanian and Italian scholarly 
contexts, their academic writing and language: modalization.  
2.2. The Albanian academic context 
The Albanian academic context is in continuous development due to different reforms 
from the government that aim to improve the higher educational system. This 
subsection will mostly focus on some general aspects as well as the situation in which 
writers of the texts of my corpora wrote their texts. There will be an initial introduction 
of the writing conventions in Albania, followed by discussions on Albanian student 
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preferences, communication possibilities and the state of research on modalization in 
Albania.  
This initial discussion will focus on writing conventions in Albania, which is 
inevitably related to the Albanian university system. Albanian universities follow the 
Bologna system. Albanian students normally study for three years to reach a BA degree, 
two more years for an MA degree and three extra years (a total of eight years) for a PhD 
title. This requires students to write a final thesis according to their academic level 
(genre) and conventions i.e. around 30 pages for a BA thesis and a maximum of 60 
pages for an MA thesis. Many term papers written by BA and MA students of English 
at the University of Vlora between 2009-2014 vary between two and three pages. In 
exceptional cases, they vary between 16 and 20 pages. More recently, the requirement 
of writing a BA or MA thesis has changed and is an option that only students with a 
relatively high average grade can choose. However, this does not concern my corpus of 
English writings since its papers were written before this change in the program.  
There is another aspect related to student preferences, which is important for this 
study (data collection). There are numerous students from different geographical areas 
who study at the University of Tirana, which unlike the Universities of Vlora and 
Durrës, awards a PhD or Professorship title. This indicates that my Albanian corpus of 
PhD theses from the University of Tirana includes writings from students coming from 
various geographical areas of Albania (see subsection 4.4). 
In Albania, there is a general lack of communication possibilities for English 
students, who often use television as the only input of English apart from the class. 
According to Edusei (2015), German and Italian students may have a higher possibility 
than Albanian students to achieve native-like competences through their enhanced 
international exchange programs. Such programs allow them to do a semester abroad in, 
for instance, the United States or the United Kingdom. She conducted interviews with 
Albanian students during the Vlora Summer School 2014to find that that they had “little 
or no contact with native speakers of English, unlike German students” (Edusei 2015: 
128). This leads to the question: How are these conditions reflected in their use of 
hedges and boosters? Due to this state and the presence of only Albanian students in 
class, several teachers partly or extensively use Albanian to teach various ESL subjects, 
also at the MA level. I experienced this during the period of completing my BA-MA 
studies at the University of Vlora between 2009 and 2015. This is related to the learning 
experiences of the writers of the texts included in my Albanian English corpus. 
Currently, for instance, more foreign (e.g. Hungarian) students are visiting the 
University of Vlora and students can talk more in English. Moreover, the Department of 
Foreign Languages is making serious efforts to internationalize and provide better 
possibilities for its students.  
As for the state of research on my areas on interest, aspects of modalization and 
author commitment are only introduced in a comparative paper by Dheskali (2017). It 
focuses on tenor and culture-related features of these linguistic choices in Albanian and 
Italian and British online journal articles in L1.  
This subsection provided information on general aspects of the Albanian academic 
context such as  
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2.2.1. Existing corpora of Albanian and Albanian English 
There are a few existing corpora that include texts written by Albanians, which will be 
presented in the following paragraphs. Firstly, the corpora of Albanian will be 
presented. Secondly, the ones of Albanian English and academic writing will be 
discussed.  
In the following, there will be a general description of the Albanian National 
Corpus. The corpus was started by the end of 2011 by a group of researchers from 
Moscow (led by Vladimir A. Plungian) and from Saint Petersburg (led by Aleksandër 
Ju. Rusakov); it is supported by institutions such as the Institution of Linguistic Studies 
from the Russian Academy of Sciences. The corpus in 2013 consisted of 16.804.058 
words (cf. Morozova and Rusakov 2013: 87), but lately, the corpus has reached a larger 
size of 19.431.249 (Morozova 2018: 2ff). Morozova and Rusakov note that Albanian is 
an Indo-European language that is used by more than eight million speakers around the 
world and that it previously did not have an annotated corpus. (cf. Morozova and 
Rusakov 2013: 85) This clearly demonstrates the importance of the Albanian language 
and such efforts to compile Albanian corpora for research purposes. It also proves the 
innovativeness of my study and corpus compilation.  
My ‘online’ search in this corpus will be described below. The link to enter the 
corpus is http://web-corpora.net/Albanian Corpus/search/. Visitors have the option to 
search through wordforms (a specific wordform), lexemes (searching all wordforms) 
and English translations (when users do not know an Albanian word). Picture 1 below 
shows the results of my search. I searched for the word ndoshta (probably) under quick 
search (after getting insufficient results from the normal search) and it showed many 
usages in context by well-known writers. I could select the option ‘expand’ and it 
showed the clause complex containing ndoshta in a larger context. There is a maximum 
expansion of seven clause complexes. (cf. Morozova and Rusakov 2013: 94) It is not 
possible, however, to see the complete files or download them. This decision is based 
on obvious ethical concerns (cf. Morozova and Rusakov 2013: 95), which makes it 
difficult for to, for instance, compare the distribution of hedges throughout different 
parts of a text. 
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Picture 1: A ‘quick search’ of ndoshta (probably) in the Albanian National Corpus (Mo-
rozova et al. n.d.). 
 
The content of the corpus is organized into four main categories, namely fiction, non-
fiction, press and oral (not present), which include various text types such as short 
stories, essays, religious and interviews. As its authors acknowledge, a balanced corpus 
is not yet achieved (cf. Morozova and Rusakov 2013: 87) as 62.93 percent of words 
derive from press (12.228.672 words out of circa 19 million words). (Morozova 2018: 
2ff) Picture 2 below reveals more details on the corpus content.  
 
 
Picture 2: The four main text categories of the Albanian National Corpus and their sub-
divisions (Morozova et al. n.d.). 
 
It can be noted that the Albanian National Corpus does not include instances of 
academic or student writing and it has been collected in a different manner from my 
corpora. The corpus organizers personally confirmed the lack of academic writing at the 
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moment. Its main purpose is to help researchers to find mainly morphological, but also 
lexical, grammatical and historical properties of Albanian. It therefore becomes clear 
how the purpose of my study and this corpus differ, and how our corpora (mine and the 
Albanian National Corpus) display diverse characteristics. Furthermore, the styles of 
data collection are different. The corpus’ authors collected data from open internet 
sources like online news articles from Albanian journals (e.g. Gazeta Shqiptare) or 
scanned texts received from various libraries in Albania. (cf. Morozova and Rusakov 
2013: 87-88) I collected authentic data (theses) from students themselves (in person and 
via email), but also from the online repositories of various Italian and Albanian 
Universities. However, researchers can use the Albanian National Corpus to study 
modalization aspects without any problems. The Albanian National Corpus is certainly 
a relevant contribution in an unexplored area of research on the Albanian language. It is 
a useful tool, which is easily accessible.  
Specialists of the Albanian language such as Rami Memushaj and Besim Kabashi 
confirmed the existence of two other Albanian corpora, apart from the Albanian 
National Corpus and my own. One of these two corpora derives from the People’s 
Republic of China. The Researchers from the Department of the Albanian Language at 
the Beijing Foreign Studies University have a corpus of the Albanian language (R. 
Memushaj and B. Kabashi, personal communication, December 6, 2016). However, it 
was not possible to find credible sources of information about this corpus. 
At the Friedrich-Alexander-University in Erlangen-Nürnberg, Besim Kabashi is 
developing an Albanian corpus of spoken and written discourse. So far, it has reached 
approximately 150 million words and mostly contains material from the Albanian press, 
as well as books on Medicine, Economy, Geography and History. (Kabashi 2018: 2ff) 
The corpus predominantly features standard Albanian, but it contains separate 
dialectological or idiolectological parts as well (Kabashi 2016). The corpus seems to 
have an emphasis on morphology, similar to the Albanian National Corpus and 
therefore it significantly differs from the purposes and content of my corpus of Albanian 
academic writing. However, Kabashi’s corpus is an essential initiative to present the 
Albanian language in use and foster corpus studies within the unexplored Albanian 
context. To my knowledge, it is not publicly available yet. 
Another corpus of 60 dissertations written in Albanian was compiled by Panajoti 
(2015). The timespan of the writing of these dissertations is 2012-2014. They belong to 
the fields of Language and Literature, Natural Sciences and Economic Sciences. (cf. 
Panajoti, 2015: 180-181) It is called “The Albanian Corpus of Dissertations (ACD)” and 
it consists of approximately 2.800.000 words. The corpus data were retrieved from the 
online repository of the University of Tirana. The same repository was used to collect 
data for my Albanian CAR corpus and Toska’s (2015) corpus. Despite the similar 
timespan of the writing and publishing of these dissertations, which may result in a few 
similar papers, it should be clarified that the corpora are not equal and have 
considerable differences. Toska (2015: 163-165) build the Albanian Dissertation Corpus 
(ADC) for his paper. ADC contains 160 dissertations which are written in Albanian and 
in categories such as Economics, Humanities, Natural Sciences and Social Sciences. 
There are 40 dissertations from each category and a total of 9.668.002 words. Edusei 
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gathered another corpus of Albanian student academic writings. Her corpus includes BA 
theses written by Albanian students in English. It is named the AlCorpus and it consists 
of circa ten BA theses and 71.342 words. The data was collected from students of 
English from the University of Vlora, “Ismail Qemali.” (cf. Edusei 2015: 121) The three 
mentioned corpora were solely used for the authors to publish their scientific papers in 
the 8th edition of the REAL series by Josef Schmied (2015). These papers will be 
presented in subsection 2.2.4. It is obvious that Toska’s ADC corpus is much larger than 
Panajoti’s and Edusei’s.  
It is important to note that corpora mentioned in this paragraph are the very first and 
only corpora (including mine) of Albanian and Albanian English. They are all different 
from my corpora of student Academic Writing including different genres and 
disciplinary domains. They represent a relevant initiative in improving Albanian 
research. It is essential to compilate corpora of Albanian and Albanian English. As all 
mentioned corpora represent the Albanian system (and Albanian English) in use, there 
is a need to explain this system and its peculiarities. 
2.2.2. Modality and its subcategories in the Albanian language 
This subsection includes a detailed explanation of the Albanian language, modality and 
its subcategories, modalization as well as hedges and boosters in Albanian. Before 
groing into detail with these relevant aspects of my study, it is necessary to provide a 
brief introduction to the Albanian language. From a genetic perspective, Albanian 
represents an Indo-European language belonging to the Eastern Group. Due to ‘scarce 
documentation’, it is not clear if Albanian derives from Illyrian, as it has been claimed 
for long (Çabej 1987), from Thracian or from both. It may even stand as a separate 
branch in its own, not qualifying as part of the Eastern (Satem) group. Its current 
standart version is the so-called gjuha letrare e njësuar (means unified literary 
language). (cf. Breu 20009: 229-230) 
Perhaps, the null subject parameter and the inflection of Albanian and Italian are two 
of the most relevant additional features for this study on modality and intensity aspects. 
While English requires placing a subject in a clause complex, in Albanian, similar to 
Italian, the subject (e.g. a personal pronoun) is not necessarily needed for the clause 
complex to be grammatically correct. This is generally addressed as the null subject 
parameter. The inflection of Albanian needs to be mentioned. In sugjerova, for instance, 
the suffix -va indicates tense (simple past, -ed form), person (first) and number 
(singular). Additionally, the flexibility of word order in Albanian may lead to different 
interpretations when marking the syntactic positioning of the modal assessments. In the 
next paragraph, the specific aspect of modality (modalization) and interrelated systems 
of Albanian will be scrutinized.  
To explain modalization in Albanian, it is necessary to first provide a definition of 
modality and two alternative divisions of modality. Modality is a system of meaning 
which is conveyed in various domains of language and which is “centrally concerned 
with the speaker’s attitude towards the factuality or actualization of the situation 
expressed by the rest of the clause” (Huddleston 2002: 172-173). As explained in the 
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Modality
Deontic Epistemic
introduction, modality is further divided into modulation, which covers proposals and 
offers as well as modalization, which covers probability and usuality. This division, 
based on Halliday’s (1985) and Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) theory, is partially 
applied in my study. It will be explained in more detail in my literature review section. 
There is an alternative well-known division of modality. It is a division including 
deontic modality, epistemic modality and an additional category named dynamic 
modality (see figure below). Deontic modality, which originates from Greek and is 
equal to ‘binding’ (cf. Huddleston 2002: 178), “refers to actions and events that humans 
(or other agents) directly control: meanings relating to permission, obligation, or 
volition (or intention)” (Biber et al. 1999: 485). Epistemic modality “refers to the 
logical status of events or states, usually relating to assessments of likelihood: 
possibility, necessity, or prediction” (Biber et al. 1999: 485). Mosko states that: 
Modaliteti epistemik (nga greqishtja επιστήμη, njohja/shkenca) që ka të bëjë me atë që 
është e mundur ose me atë çka është e nevojshme të jepet, me atë që njihet dhe fakti i 
dhënë në lidhje me të (Mosko 2015: 194).  
Epistemic modality (from Greek επιστήμη, knowledge/science) deals with what is pos-
sible or what is necessary to be given, with what is known and the facts about it. (my 
translation) 
This is a general definition of the phenomenon, which the Albanian researcher further 
relates to not having an exact information but rather a group of ‘worlds’ which may be 
true. (cf. Mosko 2015: 196) The third category, dynamic modality, is “concerned with 
properties and dispositions of persons” (Huddleston 2002: 178) as well as their ability 
and skills to perform a certain action. Both divisions are very useful in explaining 
modality. The division including epistemic deontic and dynamic modality is usually 
used to explain hedges and boosters. However, in this study, the division by Halliday’s 
(1985) and Halliday and Matthiessen was adapted for the analysis of hedges and 
boosters. It was found to be more useful due to its detailed division of modalization, 
further delicacy levels such as orientation, manifestation and positioning and the useful 
connection to larger systems such as polarity. All in all, it provides a holistic perspective 
on modality. 
The following figure displays both alternative theories on modality. Both models 
present the alternative uncertainty categories of epistemic modality and modalization. 
Moreover, they include proposals or obligations within the alternative deontic and 
modulation categories. 
 
 
Figure 1: Two alternative theoretical divisions of modality. 
 
Modality
Modulation Modalization
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As modality may show different forms of realization in different languages, there will 
be an explanation of how modality and modalization function in Albanian. One of the 
first linguists to treat Albanian modal auxiliaries and modality in general was Selman 
Riza (1997), who observed that verbs such as mund (may, might, can, could, being able 
to), dua ((I) want) and duhet (must, having to) in their lexical form convey possibility, 
necessity, volition, permission and obligation. “In general, there are only a few 
superficial studies conducted on the field [of] modality and Albanian modals so far” 
(Sejdiu-Rugova and Zogaj 2017: 283). Breu (cf. 2009: 231ff) provides a useful 
description of the Albanian modality in his study on modal auxiliaries in Albanian. 
While his focus is limited to modal auxiliaries, it also shows the interaction of different 
types of modality such as deontic and epistemic across different lexemes.  
In Albanian, modality is to a high degree expressed by modals derived from fully con-
jugated modal verbs that show various degrees of reduction of their inflection. In 
Standard Albanian, among these more or less particlelike functional words, mund for 
POSSIBILITY and duhet for NECESSITY can be understood as the “centre” of the func-
tional category of modality, together with the normally fully inflected – dua, express-
ing VOLITION.[…] Given their wide range of polyfunctionality a certain degree of 
vagueness as to specific levels of modality, e.g. between dynamic and deontic NECES-
SITY, is typical for the modals of Albanian (and other languages) (Breu 2009: 231). 
Beyond modal auxiliaries, there are other word classes carrying modality 
(modalization). Rugova (2015: 178-179) adds that modality in Albanian is conveyed 
through the use of lexical verbs with semi-modal function: le (let), lejon (allow), modal 
adverbs like ndoshta (probably), patjetër (certainly), me siguri (surely), modal 
adjectives such as e sigurt (confident), e dyshimtë (suspicious) etc. (Rugova 2015; cited 
in Sejdiu-Rugova and Zogaj 2017: 284). Most of the mentioned examples can function 
within modalization. 
Breu presents context-based examples of ‘(weak) assumptions’ as additions to the 
present and imperfect as in Sot mbledhja mund të ketë […] lidhje me Kinën. […] 
(Today, the meeting could be connected to China [e.g. discussing about China, having 
China as a topic etc].) (Breu 2009: 233). He also presents the perfect in the subjunctive 
as in Bonaparti mund të ketë […] vdekur nga arseniku. […] (Bonaparte could have 
died from arsenic.) (Breu 2009: 233). Both examples of mund qualify as part of hedging 
in my framework. The two examples by Breu (cf. 2009: 233) also confirm the relation 
of modalization with the past tense, similar to my study. 
Mosko (2015) includes modalization (which she refers to as epistemic modality) in 
the 9th chapter of her PhD project on the verbal syntagmatic relations of verb forms in 
Albanian. In her discussion concerning modalization, the author presents examples of 
various hedges such as duhet (must), mund (can, may, might), ndoshta (probably), Është 
një mundësi që (There is a possibility that), and ka më shumë mundësi…sesa (it is more 
possible…than). One of Mosko’s examples is: Arturi duhet/mund të ngjajë si Suzana 
(Mosko 2015: 196), which means Artur must/may look like Suzana. Even though the 
author shows diverse hedging devices such as modal auxiliaries, modal adverbs or bi-
clausal realizations, she never uses the term hedges, neither does she provide any 
distinction of their epistemic strength (e.g. a high-medium-low value). In a very general 
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manner, Mosko refers to them as similar word classes expressing epistemic modality. 
The lack of the term hedges throughout her thesis proves that this term is still unknown 
to a considerable number of Albanian contemporary researchers. In addition, Mosko (cf. 
2015: 197) presents mund as expressing the main modality meanings of possibility or 
permission, with a synonymous meaning to është e mundshme (it is possible), ka 
mundësi (there is a possibility) or e lejueshme (allowed) (cf. Mosko 2015: 198-201). To 
demonstrate the ambiguity of the word mund, she presents an instance which means 
defeat (verb) in Nga koha kur romakët mundën Teutën… (Mosko 2015: 198) (From the 
times when the Romans defeated Teuta…, my translation). The focus of most of these 
few studies has been modality, whereas a correlation between modality and academic 
writing has received almost no attention. 
Modality and modalization, modulation and degree devices are briefly explained in 
the two volumes (1, 2) of the well-known book for students “Gramatika e Gjuhës 
Shqipe” (Grammar of the Albanian Language) by Çeliku et al. (2002) and Agalliu et al. 
(2002) from the Albanian Academy of Sciences. In the second volume, the authors 
shortly present aspects related to boosters and syntactic positioning through 
contextualized examples of informal language. They explain that through the use of 
sigurisht (surely), speakers or writers offer a logical assessment of their statements and 
indicate their truthfulness. By using sipas tij (according to him), they show the source 
of the statement. (cf. Çeliku et al. 2002: 367) Though, Çeliku et al. make no use of the 
term booster for surely or evidential/attribution shield for according to, they prove how 
the phenomena is present in Albanian (as in e.g. English). While I agree with their 
statement on surely, there are many pragmatic aspects of its use (e.g. face-saving) that 
they do not mention. The same occurs with the alternative hedging function of 
according to. The authors present sipas mendimit tim (in my opinion) as showing the 
source of information rather than a hedging device as in my study or Hyland’s (2005) 
taxonomy. Çeliku et al. proceed by presenting a valuable discussion on the initial, 
medial and final positions of these words and similar ones in a clause complex. They 
confirm that the initial position is used more often to modify the whole clause complex 
as compared to the final one, and that the in-between positioning consists together with 
the modification of only one part of the clause complex. This part is usually the one that 
is next to it. “Sigurisht, nuk u erdhi mirë.” (Surely, they did not take it well.); „I pari, 
sigurisht, ishte shoku im.” (The first one, surely, was my friend.); “Kjo s’prish punë, 
sigurisht.” (This isn’t a problem, surely.) (Çeliku et al. 2002: 367; my translations). 
These examples prove the similarity of Albanian to English and Italian regarding the 
positioning of hedges and boosters. It is interesting that the terms fronted, neutral and 
afterthought are not mentioned. Similar examples of informal language or more of a 
literary style are presented throughout the whole book. It would have certainly been 
interesting to see some examples from academic writing, which is an unexplored area of 
research in Albania.  
Çeliku et al. (2002) and Agalliu et al. (2002) provide a general overview of 
approximators. Çeliku et al. mention how items (approximators, in my view) such as 
përgjithësisht, në përgjithesi, zakonisht and si zakonisht, indicate the ‘general’ and 
‘usual’ nature of the stated fact. (cf. Çeliku et al. 2002: 370) Agalliu et al. (cf. 2002: 
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362) clarify how quantity adverbs show the quantity, intensity or degree of the 
occurrence of a certain action. These adverbs, such as shumë (much, very) or fort 
(strongly), which I consider as boosters depending on the context, seem to modify 
firstly verbs and related actions, and secondly adjectives and adverbs in Albanian. All in 
all, these two volumes represent clear and valuable presentations of the Albanian 
linguistic system to guide researchers or students interested in the topic.  
Hedges and boosters are presented in more detail by Çeliku et al. (2002) as words or 
groups of words that show the degree of the statements’ truthfulness. They can present 
the statement as completely true, certain, necessary, without doubts, possible, supposed, 
likely etc. The speaker expresses his or her strong sureness, strong conviction on the 
complete truthfulness of the facts or his or her doubts, limitations and tentativeness. 
However, no equivalent term to hedges and boosters is mentioned. Çeliku et al. provide 
related examples which are used in my study, such as ndoshta (probably), patjetër (of 
course), natyrisht (certainly), me siguri (with certainty, surely), sigurisht (surely), siç 
duket (as it seems), pa dyshim (without doubt) and other interesting ones such as qind 
per qind (one hundred percent, totally), pa një pa dy (without any hesitation/doubt), në 
thelb (fundamentally, basically), afër mëndsh (goes without saying), me tërë/gjithë 
mend (really, for real), and sipas të gjitha shënjave (everything indicates that) (Çeliku 
et al. 2002: 368). Çeliku et al. present an interesting example of a multiple shield: 
“Ndoshta, ndoshta, ashtu e mallëngjyer siç qe, ajo do t’i jepte fjalën dhe […]” (Çeliku 
et al. 2002: 375) (Probably, probably, in her state of melancholy, she would give 
him/her her word and […] (my translation)). From this example, it seems possible to 
use the same hedge, booster or similar hedges and boosters twice right next to each 
other in Albanian (other examples: sigurisht, sigurisht: surely, surely; mbase, ndoshta: 
maybe, probably). This phenomenon was not found in my Albanian data. Most of these 
examples are non-academic. Similarly, in the first volume of the same book, Agalliu et 
al. (cf. 2002: 306) mention the examples of mbase (maybe), kushedi (who knows), 
ndoshta (probably) and its alternative version ndofta (probably). I analyze only the 
more common, academic and standard version ndoshta. Agalliu et al. (2002) term these 
hedges as “pjesëza të dyshimit” (elements or small pieces of doubt), which are used by 
the speaker (or writer) to express his unsureness on the truthfulness of his or her 
indicative clause complexes. In a similar manner, the speaker (or writer) uses nuk and s’ 
to negate the truthfulness of his or her propositions (Agalliu et al. 2002: 316-317).  
The introduction to modality is very useful for understanding the related concepts in 
the following subsections. Its system was presented through the two most well-known 
modality divisions. After this definition, there was a specific focus on modalization in 
Albanian. It emerged that Albanian offers a large variety of word classes expressing 
modality. This is in line with English and Italian. It also emerged that the terms hedge 
and booster remain unknown to researchers studying the Albanian language. The 
discussion on modalization in Albanian leads to the one on academic writing and its 
status in the Albanian academic context. They are both unexplored. 
24 
  
2.2.3. The status of academic writing in Albania 
As previously mentioned, academic writing in Albania is a largely unexplored area (cf. 
Toska 2015). There have been only a very few papers from the REAL 8 volume by 
Edusei (2015), Toska (2015) and Panajoti (2015). These studies will be discussed 
below. There will also be a discussion on academic writing courses at Albanian 
universities and a discussion on an Albanian textbook on ‘academic writing.’  
At various Albanian universities such as the University of Durrës and the University 
of Vlora, there have not been any courses on academic writing for students of English 
(for the period 2015-2019). This has surely influenced the way students wrote their 
academic theses or term papers. In contrast, students of English at the University of 
Tirana had the requirement to attend one course of academic writing as confirmed by an 
interviewed teacher:  
We have one academic writing course for students of English in our department. This 
course is a mandatory course for completing their studies in English. We are aware 
of the phenomena of hedging and boosting but we do not introduce them in our 
courses. (Respondent 1, University of Tirana, 2016)  
The following paragraph will show how academic writing is presented in Albanian 
textbooks. The textbook Hyrje në Shkrimin Akademik (Introduction to Academic 
Writing) written by Kërbizi (2011) can be used by students of the Aleksandër Moisiu 
University (Durrës) to enhance their academic writing skills in Albanian. Since this 
book covers aspects of expository writing, a more appropriate title would have been 
“An Introduction to Expository Writing.” I believe that there is a difference between 
expository writing, which is the argumentative or explanatory type of writing for 
schools (e.g. essays) and academic writing, which is the formal and structured (with e.g. 
IMRAD) type of writing that is currently used at universities. The book contains several 
relevant topics such as the process of writing an essay, plagiarism, how to cite, 
coherence, cohesion and good paragraph writing. The author made a useful suggestion 
of including the reader in our writings. (cf. Kërbizi 2011: 70) However, it is outstanding 
how Kërbizi never advises the use of hedges and boosters, nor does she mention these 
concepts in her book. This proves the need of research on these items in the Albanian 
context to offer a better understanding and use for Albanian students. The closest 
(implicit) link to hedges and boosters was Kërbizi‘s distinction between statements 
based on facts and opinions.  
-The statements expressing opinions are subjective, convey authors’ personal beliefs, 
are often vague and use expressions such as in my opinion, I think, I believe.  
-Statements expressing facts cannot be discussed, are based on evidence and are based 
on common knowledge. (cf. Kërbizi 2011: 46-50) 
Kërbizi erroneously advises writers to exclude the ‘strong’ noun fakt (fact), which she 
describes as an overused lexeme to be either excluded or replaced. (cf. Kërbizi 2011: 
96) Similarly, she suggests excluding stereotypical lexemes such as the hedge kryesisht 
(mainly), mbi kete qellim (for this reason) (to be replaced with because). She contrasts 
an original version: “Në këtë këndvështrim të ri të fakteve, del se X. është fajtor” (In this 
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new perspective on the facts, it appears that X. is guilty) with a corresponding 
‘improved’ version: “X. eshte fajtor” (X. is guilty) (Kërbizi 2011: 95-96). This is 
misleading because Kërbizi claims that writers should exclude an expression such as In 
this new perspective on the facts, which presupposes that there was an old perspective 
(which was either unclear or proved X. as not guilty), links the clause complex to 
possible previous information (old perspective) and includes a modalizing function 
through the subjective noun perspective and the ‘strong’ noun facts. Kërbizi’s 
‘improved version’ is a bold assertion which for instance Hyland (1998a, 2005; 2017) 
strongly advises authors of academic writings to avoid.  
In a similar manner, the author suggests the replacement of I know that with It is 
known and the exclusion of ‘weak emphatics’ such as shumë (very), plotësisht 
(completely) and jashtëzakonisht (extraordinarily), as the clause complex would be 
even stronger without them. (cf. Kërbizi 2011: 95-97) It seems reasonable that non-
hedged and non-boosted clause complexes are expressions of polarity which are 
stronger than hedged and boosted clause complexes because as Halliday and 
Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 698) suggest, authors may say that they are sure about 
something, if there are reasons to believe they are not. However, suggesting the use of 
bold assertions does not fit into the academic writing context, where writers need to 
persuade and provide arguments in this interactive reader-writer world. I placed ‘reader-
writer’ and not writer-reader because probably the readers fill the most important part in 
this interaction (see also Hyland 2015: 60; Schmied 2015: 2), since writers need the 
readers’ acceptance to achieve academic credibility. Regarding credibility, authors also 
need to use ‘self-mentions’ (I know) to express authorial identity and confidence, rather 
than replacing them with impersonals (it is known), as Kërbizi suggests (see also Hyland 
2005: 53; Hyland 2017: 20; Panajoti 2015: 185). Kërbizi’s (2011) study does not take 
account of the relevant concepts of hedges, boosters and authority (self-mentions), nor 
does she examine academic writing from a corpus-based perspective.  
The status of academic writing is also shown by the existing studies on Albanian 
academic writing. The following corpus-based studies consider some of the previously 
mentioned aspects such as hedges, boosters and authority (self-mentions). 
2.2.4. Existing studies on academic writing in Albania 
It is interesting to explore the very few studies focusing on Albanian academic writing 
in L1 and English as an L2. A paper by Panajoti (2015) explores authorial identity in the 
use of first personal pronouns (ne: we, unë: I) as well as personal pronouns (studimi ynë: 
our study, studimi im: my study, mendojmë: we think, mendoj: I think) quantitatively and 
qualitatively. She compiled and analyzed the Albanian Corpus of Dissertations (ACD), 
which was presented in the previous subsection 2.2.1. The author compares the 
categories of Language and Literature, Natural Sciences and Economic Sciences. (cf. 
Panajoti 2015: 180-181) Panajoti explains that "the main reason for undertaking this 
study is that Albanian students have for long been encouraged to use either impersonal 
forms of addressing or the plural we to approach their own study." She intends to 
explore the possible current changes, since recently the Albanian students and 
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professors have been more exposed to papers by academics around the world (Panajoti 
2015: 177). Similar to my study, she retrieved data from the online repository of the 
University of Tirana. Moreover, this corpus shows a similar balance regarding the 
authors’ gender and an equally high number of Economic Sciences and Language and 
Literature. It is necessary to clarify that even though some of our data might overlap due 
to the same years included, they are not the same and were compiled differently 
regarding the time span of papers, specific period and purposes of collection. 
Panajoti (cf. 2015: 185) presented evidence that plural first personals were prevalent, 
particularly in the dissertations of females in all three investigated categories. She 
explains that this dominance of personal linguistic resources through all categories 
might be due to the inclination of the candidates to convey confidence in their writings. 
When comparing the sub-corpora, the use of I was more frequent in PhD theses in 
Language and Literature and it reflected no considerable gender differences. 
Qualitatively, it was shown that in dissertations by females in Language and Literature, 
the use of unë (I) did not always represent the writer's identity, but mostly indicated the 
writer's experience as teacher or researcher. (cf. Panajoti 2015: 183) In contrast to that, 
my initial search showed a higher amount of the singular first personal (I) form. The 
plural we also had a high rate. There was a strong tendency for impersonal forms by 
both female and male candidates in all disciplines when treating one’s own work, which 
should hint at unwillingness to “appropriate” one’s work (cf. Panajoti 2015: 183). A 
similar tendency i.e. a frequent use of impersonal hedges appears in my corpus. 
Interestingly, impersonal forms showed a higher frequency in Linguistics and 
Literature, while first personals, especially the plurals, were on the rise in Natural 
Sciences. Panajoti (2015: 186) hints at educational, emotive and possibly cultural 
reasons, as she suggests that this occurs because "Albanian PhD candidates are 
encouraged to mainly use plural first personals and that the candidates themselves feel 
more confident when they use them". 
This paper gives a valuable insight into the academic writing and the general 
scholarly context in Albania. Its corpus (60 dissertations) is representative because of 
the large size and random selection. However, Panajoti (cf. 2015: 185) calls for more 
data and more in-depth research of similar topics from which the Albanian academic 
writing would benefit. This research could depict areas in need of enhancement and 
raise awareness amongst the writers regarding their own academic output. 
For another scientific paper on Albanian academic writing, Toska (cf. 2015: 163-
165) built the Albanian Dissertation Corpus (ADC) of dissertations written in Albanian 
(see subsection 2.2.1). The author compares and analyses fields or categories such as the 
Humanities, Economics, Social and Natural Sciences. He conducts a qualitative and 
quantitative analysis of the linkers used in dissertations, to find that there is a 
significantly more frequent use of these items in Humanities as compared to the other 
categories. (cf. Toska 2015: 168) Linkers build different relations within and beyond the 
clause complex. Toska (2015: 164) explains that “structural linkers enable relations 
between clauses in a clause complex, textual linkers enable intersentential relations and 
commentary linkers enable interactive relations between the writer and the reader”. The 
most commonly used linkers in all sub-corpora were textual linkers of elaboration with 
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the particular functions of exemplifying or restating, such as për shembull (for instance 
or for example) and domethënë (that is to say). (cf. Toska 2015: 169) 
Some of the findings of this paper are indirectly related to my study. Propositional 
commentary linkers such as pa dyshim (obviously) (booster, from my perspective) in the 
sub-corpus of Humanities, for instance, were three times more frequent than in Natural 
Sciences. Presumably, this occurs because there is a stronger relation of these items to 
Literature and Linguistics (more subjective) than with Mathematics or Physics (more 
objective). In general, pa dyshim (obviously) has the function of asserting the 
propositional information of the clause complex it leads. (cf. Toska 2015: 171) 
Commentary linkers such as “në të vërtet, në fakt, realisht and faktikisht (actually, in 
fact and as a matter of fact)”, which “check on the factuality of the content of the 
proposition” (Morley 2000: 106), were more frequently used in the Natural Sciences 
sub-corpus to reduce the personal involvement of the writer (Toska 2015: 173). Toska 
agrees with Morley that writers in Literature and Linguistics are inclined to employ 
more hedges which play down the proposition. (cf. Morley 2000: 106: cited in Toska 
2015: 172) Ndoshta (maybe/perhaps) in the Humanities sub-corpus achieved 41 % of all 
occurrences in the whole sub-corpora. This result is interesting for my topic because it 
enables me to see the familiarity of a large body of Albanian PhD students with the 
phenomenon of hedging, even though dissertations should provide an objective 
description of reality (Hyland 2005: 65; Toska 2015: 171). 
This paper is an important contribution to the current state of research on the 
Albanian academic writing because it contains a large representative sample of 160 
Albanian dissertations. Furthermore, it shows valuable insights on the academic writing 
of Albanian students in Albanian.  As with Panajoti’s corpus, mine and Toska’s corpora 
might show common features due to their similar inclusion of recent dissertations and 
common source, which is the online repository of the University of Tirana. However, 
our corpora were compiled separately and in different periods. Though, this paper is a 
valuable contribution, further research could reflect more about the characteristics and 
academic culture of Albanian students.  
Even though Toska discovered a notable frequency of use of domethënë (that is) and 
përshembull (for example/instance) by Albanian PhD students, this tendency did not 
reappear in the BA theses of novice Albanian students of English. (cf. Edusei 2015: 
129) Edusei compares the use of code glosses such as exemplifications (for example, 
e.g., for instance) and reformulations (especially, which /this means) in Albanian and 
German student writings. (cf. Edusei 2015: 121) Her small corpora includes BA theses 
from non-native Albanian and German students in English. The Albanian side 
(AlCorpus: 71.342 words) is represented by students of English from the University of 
Vlora, “Ismail Qemali” (see subsection 2.2.1), while the German side (part of the 
ChemCorpus: 80.290 words) (cf. Schmied 2015) includes students of English from the 
University of Chemnitz. Through a quantitative comparison of these two nationalities, 
the author revealed significant differences in their use of code glossers. Another 
statement that proves the low level of research on academic writing in Albania is the 
one by Edusei, where she maintains that there has been no previous comparison of 
Albanian and German students regarding their writings. (cf. Edusei 2015: 119-124) 
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Another important point for my research focus is her reasoning that BA students try to 
justify their points of view (also through the use of hedges and boosters) because they 
are at a developmental stage of academic writing and seek acceptance from the wider 
audience on their claims. (cf. Edusei 2015: 120) This synchronizes with Hyland’s (cf. 
2006: 696) claim that novice writers, such as students, use more hedges than expert 
writers. 
Edusei (2015: 129) argues that "in considering mother tongue (L1) influences on 
their use of code glosses, we may also have to consider the influence of Greek and/or 
Italian on the linguistic strategies of Albanian students". This goes into the same 
direction as my claim in this work, namely that the Italian language has a historical 
influence (similarity) on the Albanian language. She goes further to assume that this 
influence can only take the shape of oral language and not definitely written, since all 
students may have received instructions and took courses of academic writing during 
their BA studies (cf. Edusei 2015: 129). However, throughout my experience as a BA 
and MA student of English at the University of Vlora in Albania, students did not attend 
a specific course on academic writing. She cites Schmied (2011) by adding that, with 
English as an international lingua franca, “academic writing is gradually establishing 
itself as a central element in the new BA and MA degree programs in European 
universities” (Schmied 2011: 19: cited in Edusei 2015: 129). This can be interpreted as 
a strong call for a fast introduction of academic writing courses in the English studies of 
the University of Vlora in Albania. 
As in the previous papers (in the REAL 8 volume) by Toska (2015) and Panajoti 
(2015), Edusei (cf. 2015: 129) calls for more data than her corpus of 14 BA theses and 
the confirmation of her study’s results. I consider the paper as a good initial point which 
offers many explanations on the nature of Albanian student writings and, in line with 
my study, has a specific interest in students of English from the University of Vlora.  
As it could be seen in these three papers, apart from a few mentions of hedges and 
boosters, none looked at these items in-depth. As previously stated, these papers depict 
some interesting features of the Albanian student writings (and academic culture). 
Added to the fact that academic writing has for long been ignored in the Albanian 
academic context (cf. Toska, 2015), this suggests that hedges and boosters in Albanian 
student writings will be treated for the first time in my study.  
The discussion will concentrate on a paper that is not directly related to the Albanian 
academic writing (as the previous papers) but gives a view on how boosters are 
perceived by Albanian researchers. As boosters were rarely treated in the Albanian 
academic context, it is valuable to see how they were presented. Toska (2013) analyses 
boosters (certainly, obviously, prove, it is true) used by Barack Obama in his 2012 
presidential debates to create a political self-image of authority and credibility. He 
provides an extended analysis of boosters, which are commonly used in this particular 
political discourse and therefore will not be discussed here. Toska (2013: 124) analyses 
boosters within the framework of metadiscourse. He discovered three main functions, 
which may fit to other types of discourse as well (not only political discourse).  
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1. Boosters make the discourse more dialogic by including the audience’s voice in it.  
2. Boosters seek to downplay the audience’s presence in the texts and foreclose possible 
contrastive views.  
3. They can manipulate the structure and/or meaning of discourse and thus have an 
impact on the audience’s perception and interpretation, meaning and structure of 
discourse.  
 
On the surface, it would seem that number 1 and 2 are different in their aim of 
excluding and including the audience from the discourse. Number 2, for instance, 
resembles the function presented by Hyland and followed by Lee and Deakin, who 
maintained that boosters “emphasize certainty or close dialogue” (Hyland 2005: 49; Lee 
and Deakin 2016: 26). In my opinion, by ‘including the audience’s voice’ (number 1), 
Toska takes a wider stance to treat boosters as interactional metadiscoursal devices and 
with ‘closing dialogue’ (number 2), he refers to the narrower sense of boosters as 
expressions of self-confidence and conviction. Hyland’s (2005: 53) explanation that the 
author, by using boosters, “recognizes potentially diverse positions but has chosen to 
narrow this diversity”, might provide an answer to this discussion. Toska’s paper offers 
a valid insight into the interpersonal aspects of boosters, such as revealing and 
concealing oneself behind linguistic objectivity or subjectivity. (cf. Toska 2013: 131) In 
the example provided by Toska (2013: 128-129) “Candy, there’s no doubt that world 
demand's gone up, but our production is going up, […]” the booster there’s no doubt is 
used to avoid making personal statements by using for instance I, we, or my. Similar 
objective-explicit uses are found in my corpora. Therefore, it is interesting to 
qualitatively observe which meanings such instances actually convey. All in all, it is a 
relevant paper which focuses on boosters more exclusively and directly than previous 
papers of this subsection.  
There is a mutual influence of Albanian and Italian, which is proven, among others, 
in the extensive volume by Walter Breu in 2005. By mutual influence I refer to various 
words, structures, expressions, loan words etc. Therefore, after having introduced 
aspects of the Albanian modality and academic context, it is necessary to do the same 
with its Italian counterpart. In the following subsection, the attention will be turned to 
the other relevant aspects of my study, namely the Italian academic writing context, 
differences between the Italian and English language and previous research on Italian 
academic writing. 
2.3. The Italian academic context 
The Italian scholarly system is in line with the Albanian system (see also subsection 
2.2) in terms of following the Bologna System. It offers (though with differences) BA, 
MA and PhD degrees which include writing a final thesis and term papers. This 
subsection will focus on the Italian academic context and role of academic writing in 
Italian universities and Italian research. Below, the Italian genres or academic levels 
will be introduced. This will reveal the features of some of the texts from my corpora. 
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Laurea Triennale: You will be rewarded with the “laurea di primo livello” [BA degree] 
when you have collected 180 credits [officially three years] and you will have the right 
to the academic title “dottore”.  
Master Universitario: […] has a precise recognition of the title and it can be of a 1st or 
2nd level: you may receive a 1st level Master if you have a laurea “triennale” or 
“magistrale”; you may receive a 2nd level Master if you have a “laurea magistrale.” The 
Master courses last at least one academic year and consist of 60 credits per year […] Be 
careful, the Master at a University in Italy is NOT equivalent to the Master’s degrees in 
other countries. They are equivalent to our [Italian] “lauree magistrali.” 
Laurea Magistrale: It lasts two years and you can obtain it after having collected 120 
credits, independent from the ones acquired for the “laurea triennale”. You have the 
right to the academic title “dottore magistrale.” (my translation from the website of the 
University of Vercelli, Italy) 
 
This implies that a few of the MA theses in my Italian corpora may not be equivalent to 
the Albanian ones. This will be discussed in subsection 4.4. After exploring the Italian 
university system, the focus will be specifically on the role of academic writing in this 
system. 
Academic writing is neglected in several Italian universities. I noticed the absence of 
academic writing courses within the English and Italian language departments of several 
Italian universities and the curricula of Italian/foreign language departments of the 
Universities of Modena and Vercelli. No academic writing course has been part of the 
curricula of these two departments in 2015 or 2018. Other departments from the 
disciplines included in my study may have different programs which may include 
academic writing. However, it is not the purpose of the current study to check the 
presence/absence of academic writing in seven different disciplines and their 
corresponding curricula for BA/MA studies in the 13 included Italian universities (and 
the two Albanian ones). The Universities of Modena and Vercelli did not offer a 
specific course on academic writing during my research stay from 07 November to 22 
December 2015. For various reasons, the University of Modena changed the course on 
academic writing from being a requirement to an optional choice, which not many 
students opted for (see next paragraph). In that period, the University of Pavia offered a 
similar course with a focus on academic ‘reading’ skills. The lack of courses is, for 
instance, the previously mentioned language departments is in line with the lack of 
course in the Albanian universities of Vlora and Durrës.  
Some parts of the interviews with experts in the role of university teachers in Italy 
reveal more of the state of academic writing at their universities (English departments): 
 
Questions: What is the state of academic writing at your department? Do you have a 
specific course on it? 
 
The instruction of academic writing at our department is limited due to the different 
levels of students, coming from different cultural, educational and geographical 
environments. There are very good students, but also students who have problems in 
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their L1 or L2. Currently, our University has a course for Bachelor students where 
they are taught how to write. The course focuses on general writing skills and not 
specifically on academic writing or reading skills. It is optional and since students 
have the choice to follow it, they tend to avoid further responsibilities that an 
additional course might bring. In the Master level, since it is supposed that students 
have already acquired the necessary writing skills, they are not offered an academic 
writing course. (Respondent 2, University of Vercelli, 2015) 
 
We had an academic writing course for students of English. The course was optional: 
students could choose whether they wanted to attend the course or not. It focused on 
general academic writing skills. However, for various reasons such as the small 
number of participants, the course was excluded from our curriculum for the current 
academic year. (Respondent 3, University of Modena, 2015) 
 
Despite the lack of academic courses in some university departments, the Italian 
research on academic writing is in a more advanced stage as compared to the Albanian 
one. From initial research, the Italian scholarly system seemed to have adopted the 
philosophy of academic writing more effectively than their Albanian counterpart. The 
Italian Universities of Bergamo, Modena and Reggio Emilia, Trieste, Milano (State 
University), Firenze, Rome (La Sapienza), and Siena have founded the CLAVIER 
research group (Corpus and Language Variation Research Group). CLAVIER is a 
research center situated in Modena. This research center investigates two 
complementary entities of linguistic research: discourse analysis and corpus analysis. Its 
purposes extend along geographic, diachronic and socio-cultural dimensions to research 
both qualitatively and quantitatively the language variation in English. CLAVIER 
organizes yearly conferences and additional workshops with the aim of strengthening 
and extending national and international cooperation of researchers with a joint interest 
in English academic discourse. (cf. Bondi and Diani, 2012: 1) The project as a whole is 
definitely an important initiative for promoting academic writing in Italy and beyond. 
Unfortunately, in Albania there is no such project.  
In her book, Prat Zagrebelsky (cf. 2004: 9-10) aims to present the state of research 
regarding Italian EFL (English as a foreign language) students’ advanced spoken and 
written academic discourse (areas of difficulty, their interlanguage and pedagogical 
implications). She provides evidence of advanced Italian learner English, which she 
ranks as insufficient in literature. She interestingly claims that there is a growing interest 
in the extension of corpus linguistics within the Italian scholarly context. This growing 
interest is proven by many books written in Italian, which she cites in her volume. 
Within the area of academic writing, Diani (cf. 2008: 1) offers the initial findings of 
an analysis of phraseological patterns across different genres and cultures. She 
compares corpora of academic book review articles and research article openings in 
history, respectively written in Italian and English. In particular, Diani conducts an 
investigation on the use of the introductory it in English and its equivalent forms in 
Italian (e.g. it is difficult to see, it is possible that; è possibile osservare, è vero che) as 
indicators of personal attitude. Her main goal was to discover if and to what degree the 
meaning relations for these patterns differed within cultures and genres of academic 
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writing. Through a quantitative comparison, she discovered a notable difference in the 
allocation of these patterns throughout both cultures and genres. Furthermore, a 
qualitative analysis of the corpora reinforced the idea that variation is not random but 
influenced by category-specific intents and culture-specific customs. (cf. Diani, 2008: 1) 
This work by Diani (2008) and other works, which will be presented in the 
following subsections, are a proof for a well-established body of research on academic 
writing in Italy, even though it is still not as well established as other research fields and 
lacks material. The studies on the Italian context used in my study show culturally-
influenced variations between writings in Italian and English. Several works I reviewed 
did not include a corpus with Italian MA or BA theses, but rather comparable corpora 
from other genres of academic writing (e.g. academic research article openings and 
historical book review articles). Such works were only observed from a general 
perspective, since their specific findings would lead the discussion away from my focus 
on modalization. 
All in all, research on academic writing in Italy is in a more advanced stage as 
compared to the Albanian one. However, the language departments of the previously 
mentioned Albanian and Italian universities show a similar neglection of this subject. 
The following subsection will reveal more on Italian research on academic or expository 
writing, specifically on the existing corpora of Italian and Italian English 
2.3.1. Existing corpora of Italian and Italian English 
This subsection introduces several large-scale and small-scale corpora of Italian and 
Italian English, comparable to my CIAO and CIAOE corpora. The discussion will 
initially focus on the Italian corpora and then, on the Italian English corpora. 
It is important to present two corpora of Italian. One of them is the LIP corpus, 
which contains spoken data of Italian with an amount of approximately 500.000 words. 
(cf. De Mauro, Mancini, Vedovelli, and Voghera 1993; cited in Pietrandrea 2008: 4) 
The corpus was used, amongst others, in a study by Pietrandrea (2008), which will be 
presented in subsection 2.3.3. One large-scale corpus of written Italian is the La 
Repubblica corpus, which contains around 380 million tokens. (cf. Baroni et al. 2004; 
cited in Pietrandrea 2008: 4) Its very large number of words enables researchers to 
conduct various analyses. 
This paragraph includes a useful discussion on Italian English corpora. As it will be 
shown below, these corpora are not not really part of current academic writing. Prat 
Zagrebelsky and her colleagues worked with the Italian part (ICLE-IT) of the ICLE 
(international corpus of learner English), which is an international corpus of 
argumentative academic essays developed by Sylviane Granger’s team in 1990 (cf. Prat 
Zagrebelsky 2004: 63). It consisted of 392 essays written by Italian students (about 24 
years old) from seven Italian Universities and reached an amount of 227.085 words. 
Data from almost all of the Universities included in ICLE-IT, such as the Universities of 
Bergamo, Milano (La Cattolica and La Statale), Roma “La Sapienza”, Torino and the 
Università del Piemonte Orientale (cf. Prat Zagrebelsky 2004: 68-69), is also part of my 
corpus. Schmied (2015: 14) recently reviewed the ICLE Corpora by stating that its 
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argumentative student essays, which were collected mainly in the 1990s, “are a different 
genre and not really part of academic writing today.” This may represent a constraint to 
my literature review on academic writing in Italian and Italian English, which consists 
of several studies that focus on this particular genre or use parts of ICLE. However, the 
fact that they are relatively recent and based on current literature makes these studies 
useful for my review. This may also be seen as a strength for my study, since it shows 
the relatively low number of studies in current academic writing in Italy and the need 
for my analysis of term papers, BA, MA and PhD theses.  
The discussion moves from the ICLE corpora to a few smaller corpora of academic 
writing, including my corpora. Other Italian English corpora are CIAO15 and CIAO18, 
which literally means ‘Hello’ in Italian and stands for Corpus of Italian Academic 
Organisation. An initial version of the corpus was compiled in 2015 at the University of 
Chemnitz in Germany by two graduate students of the English studies, Claudia Tröger 
and Nadine Wagner (supervised by Prof. Dr. Josef Schmied). More recently, the corpus 
has been revised (2016 – 2018) and enlarged by Federica Modafferi, led by Prof. Josef 
Schmied and initially advised by Vincenzo Dheskali. Federica Modafferi has ensured 
the addition of various papers, the editing of the tags used, and a more balanced number 
of papers and words per discipline. The CIAO18 corpus contains articles published 
between 2008 and 2018 in Italian open access journals of Humanities. It consists of 
mainly research articles (henceforth RAs), but also comments, reviews, a letter and an 
editorial. As Federica Modafferi has mainly dealt with the article genre of CIAO18, I, 
on the other side, have compiled two distinct Italian corpora for the sole purpose of this 
study. The corpora might later be added to the section of the Italian corpora of the 
University of Chemnitz. My Italian corpora consist of novice student writings in Italian 
(which I name CIAO or Corpus of Italian Academic “Output”) and Italian English 
(which I name CIAOE or Corpus of Italian Academic “Output” in English). 
A major difference between my corpora and the previously mentioned CIAO15 and 
CIAO18 sub/corpora is that CIAO15 and 18 consist of various published articles by 
expert writers, while my corpora consist of theses and term papers of all student 
academic writing genres from many Italian universities. Moreover, the data in my 
corpora dates from 2002/2003 to 2015, and the included disciplines originate from soft 
and hard sciences, rather than exclusively Humanities as in CIAO15 or CIAO18. 
The review of the Italian and Italian English corpora of spoken language, expository 
or academic writing provided a clear idea of some important initiatives related to the 
Italian context. The large La Repubblica corpus of Italian (comparable to Kabashi’s 
large corpus of Albanian) and the CIAO corpora contribute to research in Italian and 
Italian English. The next subsection will provide a description of modality and its 
subcategories in Italian. 
2.3.2. Modality and its subcategories in the Italian language 
The Italian language (and consequently the Italian academic writing) is widely seen as a 
more complex system compared to the English language. Italian, equally to Albanian 
(see subsection 2.2.2), has the ‘null subject parameter’ and shows inflection in terms of 
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tense, person and number. For the verb credere (infinitive of believe in Italian), Hoepli 
showed a large variety of inflected forms in various moods and tenses, such as crédo, -
di, crédono; credéi o credètti, credésti, credé o credètte, credémmo, credéste, credérono 
o credèttero; ant. crési ecc.; congiunt. pres. créda, crediàmo, crediàte, crédano; 
credènte; credùto. To include all forms in my analysis, I searched in AntConc (Anthony 
2014) for the lemma cred*. The chosen examples belong to modalization or epistemic 
modality, which will be scrutinized in the next paragraph. It will be shown how this 
central aspect of my study functions in Italian as compared to English. 
The Italian language contains a few aspects connected to modality as summarized by 
Pietrandrea (2005: 106): 
 
 Low performativity 
 Parasitic epistemic forms 
 Distinction of three levels of certainty 
 A complex interaction among evidentiality and epistemicity 
 
According to the author, these points are co-related. An example would be the firm 
evidential nature of the Italian language (denotative rather than expressive) which 
should be the reason behind the supposedly low performativity of its system. Moreover, 
the higher occurrence of future forms in comparison to other languages may impose the 
complexity of the Italian system. This system indicates an orientation towards the 
epistemic side of the epistemic-evidential distinction with further internal distinctions of 
pure evidentiality (more or less mediated/direct). Regarding parasitic epistemic forms: 
since the Italian system includes no particular forms to convey epistemic modality, the 
conditional and indicative realizations of potere and dovere, together with the epistemic 
future, fulfil this function. Obviously, these modes offer other functions as well, such as 
the temporal function of the (epistemic) future or the deontic-dynamic uses of modal 
auxiliaries.  
While considering modalizing forms in Italian, Pietrandrea presents three main 
degrees of certainty: fragile epistemic degree represented by potrebbe, medium degree 
as in dovrebbe and firm degree demonstrated by deve. (cf. Pietrandrea 2005: 100-101) 
Pietrandrea (cf. 2005: 70) points out that the Italian language includes various degrees 
of certainty: the lexical verb potere, for instance, conveys epistemic possibility (a fragile 
judgement) and dovere stands for epistemic necessity (a firm judgement).  
In Italiano, la modalità epistemica può essere espressa con strumenti di natura lessicale, 
come sintagmi modalizzanti epistemici (secondo me, […] mi pare); verbi modalizzanti 
epistemici ([…] credere, […] immaginare, pensare); avverbi frasali epistemici (certa-
mente, sicuramente, indubbiamente, probabilmente […]) (Schneider 1999: 45 sgg); co-
struzioni aggettivali modalizzanti epistemiche (essere certo, indubbio, probabile, pos-
sibile) (Schneider 1999: 139 sgg); aggettivi modalizzanti modificatori di nomi 
predicativi (presunto, possibile, probabile). Esistono poi strumenti di natura sintattica, 
come l’uso di modali epistemici (dovere e potere) all’indicativo e al condizionale o al 
congiuntivo nelle subordinate, e strumenti di natura morfologica, come gli usi modali 
di tempi, modi e costruzioni verbali (futuro espistemico […]) (Pietrandrea 2004: 3).  
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In Italian, epistemic modality can be expressed with items of lexical nature, such as 
modalizing epistemic phrases (in my opinion, […] it seems to me); modalizing epistem-
ic verbs ([…] believe, […] imagine, think); phrasal epistemic adverbs (certainly, sure-
ly, indubitably, probably […]) (Schneider 1999: 45 sgg); modalizing epistemic adjec-
tives (to be sure, indubitable, probable, possible) (Schneider 1999: 139 sgg); 
modalizing adjectives which modify predicate nouns (presumed, possible, probable). 
Moreover, there are items of syntactic nature, such as the use of epistemic modals 
(must and can) in the indicative, conditional or subjunctive modes within subordinate 
clauses, and items of a morphological nature such as the modal uses of tenses, modes 
and verbal constructions (the epistemic future […]). (my translation) 
Pietrandrea (cf. 2004: 19) adds that none of these forms is fully grammaticized. 
However, one category that is more specific for Italian than English is the Italian future 
epistemic tense. These categories show the rich variety of Italian epistemic forms 
(including nouns, lexical verbs, adjectives etc.), which are comparable to English 
epistemic forms.  
This subsection provided an interesting description of (epistemic) modality in 
Italian. Two categories of (epistemic) modality are hedges and boosters. The examples 
provided by Pietrandrea (2004; 2005) belong to the category of hedges. This and other 
more specific categories of (epistemic) modality will be explored in the following 
subsection. 
2.3.3. Hedges, boosters and the subjunctive mode in Italian 
This subsection will sequentially focus on the subjunctive mode, hedges and boosters in 
Italian. An aspect that is interrelated with modalization and worth mentioning in this 
work is the subjunctive (in Italian). The subjunctive mode is predominately used after 
verbs that convey opinions such as thinking and believing and in the hypothetical mode 
(One World Italiano, s.v. congiuntivo-italiano; my translation). Schmitt Jensen (1970) 
and Meihuizen-Dokkum (1974) focus on the subjunctive use in modern Italian by 
analysing written texts, while Schneider (1999) studies it within the context of spoken 
discourse. As Schneider clarifies, written and spoken discourse do not differ much in 
general terms regarding modalizing forms, but more in the occurrence of certain 
tendencies. The concepts and studies of these three authors will be subsequently treated 
in more detail, as they make valid inferences regarding several hedges and boosters that 
are investigated in my study. They will appear in the following paragraphs, which I 
carefully selected and translated from Italian. In addition, a work by Pietrandrea (2008) 
on two quasi-synonymous boosters will be discussed. 
Schneider investigates several hedges included in my work. He claims that the 
modalizing verb credo ((I) believe) constitutes the epistemic comment of the speaker or 
assertive modalization of the proposition. Schneider (cf. 1999: 108) mentions the total 
similarity of (mi) sembra with (mi) pare (synonyms of (it) seems (to me)) in their 
frequent parenthetical positioning. It surely justifies my choice of adding them both as 
equivalents of seem. Previously, Schmitt Jensen (cf. 1970: 233-234) similarly 
commented that sembrare (infinitive of seem) has the same modal function as parere 
(infinitive of seem/appear), which he defines as equally relevant to sembrare. The 
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author even found parenthetical occurrences of the colloquial me sembra (it) seems (to 
me)) from the Roman dialect: è stato sospeso quell distacco me sembra (RA7.101-52). 
That detachment has been suspended, it seems (to me). (my translation) (Mi) sembra 
and sembrerebbe were also used as an independent response: Arjana si e ripresa? 
Sembrerebbe. Arjana got better? It would seem so (my translation); (Mi) sembra 
(RB29.30-180). Sembra (seems) alone occurs only once (Schneider 1999: 108-109). 
Schneider (1999: 98-99) notes that apart from the modalizing or hedging function of 
pensare (infinitive of think), there are also forms in line with ‘verbi di dire’ (verbs of 
saying), such as ho detto che (I (have) said that) and dicevo (I used to say/said/was 
saying). The author proposes that when using (perfect) past forms of pensare such as 
ho/hanno pensato (I/we (have) thought), the writer or speaker does not explicitly 
evaluate the truth of the following proposition. He or she rather distances him- or 
herself from the given information by presenting it as a remote state of reality, a remote 
act of thinking. This is expressed in the following example: […] ho pensato che mi 
farebbe piacere consocere […] (NA12.254-72). I thought that I woud like to know […]. 
(my translation) Schneider argues that pensare realizes a modalizing function only 
through the present (io) penso ((I) believe) form (Schneider 1999: 99). In contrast, I 
believe that the author uses items such as believe and think in the past tense to actually 
show epistemicity. This type of epistemicity may be equally strong present epistemicity. 
If authors choose to show lack of commitment towards their propositions in various 
degrees by displaying different word choices, they may also choose to do this by using 
different tenses. One may distance himself or herself from the text by using, for 
instance, the present form I think or the past form I thought (I used to think that way in 
the past). However, it depends on contextual aspects.  
Schmitt Jensen (cf. 1970:186-90) draws a similarity of pensare+subjunctive with 
supporre and credere and of pensare+indicative with riflettere (to reflect), meaning ‘to 
think of something’. Additionally, Schneider (1999: 100) presents four cases where 
pensare is factual (to think of a fact) rather than dubitative: […] voi dovete pensare che 
# in Toscana […] (FD3.182-276). […] you should think that # in Toscana […]. (my 
translation) 
To summarize, I have placed the hedging occurrences of Schneider’s table in a 
decreasing order with a specific focus on the ones that are relevant for my work: credo 
(100), io credo (63), penso (54), mi/me pare (42), mi/me sembra (38), io penso (31), 
pare (13), sembra (11), immagino ((I) immagine) (5), sembrerebbe (4) and suppongo 
((I) suppose) (2). The most frequent use of credo and io credo is striking as well as the 
more frequent use of mi/me pare/sembra than pare and sembra alone, which was the 
opposite in my written corpora. This derives from the more personalised way (using I, 
my) that we use in our spoken interactions as compared to written texts. It is worth 
noting the fact that in this order and table, negative forms such as non credo (20), non 
mi sembra (1), non mi pare (2) and (io) non penso ((I) do not think) (5) were much 
lower than their positive counterpart. This supports Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) 
statement that negative polarity is much lower than positive polarity. The table only 
included items that were expressing doubt and tentativennes, including the assertive 
function, placeable in a parenthetic position in the clause complex and able to take the 
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role of the response of a yes or no question. Schneider proved that modalizing verbs of 
doubt or in my terminology, hedges, were obviously more frequent (512 tokens) than 
other studied forms (assertive verbs of doubt, epistemic adjectives, etc). Moreover, they 
had the higher co-occurence with the subjunctive (50%). He also acknowledges the 
modalizing function of the impersonal forms si vede (it can be seen) and si dice (it is 
said) (cf. Schneider 1999: 119), which I counted as impersonal shields within the 
prosody of modality. It means they are only added on the clustering scheme and not 
manually checked. In conclusion, this study offered interesting interpretations of the 
semantic, pragmatic and positioning aspects of several relevant hedges. 
In another article including hedging expressions, Pietrandrea (cf. 2007: 44ff) 
explores adverbial constructions and adverbs that convey epistemic modality in the 
Italian language, such as magari (maybe, perhaps or I wish), forse (maybe or perhaps) 
and secondo me (in my opinion/view). After initially acknowledging the hedging 
function of the near synonyms magari and forse (cf. Pietrandrea 2007: 47), she proposes 
an alternative interpretation of magari as a ‘marker of non-factuality’ (cf. Pietrandrea 
2007: 48), and forse as a ‘possibility marker.’ (cf. Pietrandrea 2007: 50) By using 
magari, speakers do not subscribe to the truthfulness of their propositions, while using 
forse practically leaves open both possibilities: ‘it may’ or ‘it may not’ be true. (cf. 
Pietrandrea 2007: 48-50) The author offers further details which will not be discussed 
here, given the fact that these two near-synonyms are not part of my final list of 
analyzed hedges. Overall, the most used form was magari (75 instances), followed by 
forse (46), secondo me (38), dice (21); their total occurrences amounted to 180 
instances. (cf. Pietrandrea 2007: 45) 
After having presented the relevant findings on hedges and their interrelation with 
the subjunctive in Italian, some boosting instances in Italian will be discussed. 
Pietrandrea (cf. 2008: 3) compares the Italian quasi-synonymous adverbs sicuramente 
(more or less means surely) and certamente (more or less means certainly) in terms of 
their distribution within macro-syntactic discourse arrangements. For her paper, she 
investigates 149 tokens of sicuramente and 101 of certamente from the corpus of 
spoken Italian, LIP (cf. De Mauro et al. 1993; cited in Pietrandrea 2008: 4). To reduce 
oral biases, she compares them with 50 tokens from the large-scale La Repubblica 
corpus of Italian writings, which, jointly with LIP, was presented in subsection 2.3.1. 
(cf. Baroni et al. 2004; cited in Pietrandrea 2008: 4) Certamente and sicuramente would 
not show variation in topological distribution, if they are exclusively analysed within 
the clause as in examples 2.1 and 2.2. They can actually occupy a space in every main 
phrasal boundary of a clause complex. Some examples of their (syntactic) flexibility 
would be: 
 
2.1 Sicuramente Luigi è venuto. 
 Surely, Luigi has arrived. (my translation) 
2.2 Certamente Luigi è venuto.  
 Certainly, Luigi has arrived. (my translation) 
2.3 Luigi sicuramente è venuto. 
 Luigi has surely arrived. (my translation) 
2.4 Luigi certamente è venuto. 
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 Luigi has certainly arrived. (my translation) 
2.5 Luigi è venuto sicuramente. 
 Luigi has arrived for sure (lit. tra. surely) (my translation) 
2.6 Luigi è venuto certamente.  
 Luigi has arrived for certain. (lit. tra. certainly) (my translation) 
2.7 Luigi è venuto, certamente.  
 Luigi has arrived, certainly. (my translation) (Pietrandrea 2008: 3f). 
 
Of course, not all examples are used in English in this way. Pietrandrea (cf. 2008: 4) 
maintains that the only notable difference in examples 2.3 to 2.7 is the prosodic 
difference that 2.5 and 2.7 display. She mentions that certamente can mark a certain 
dynamic and discursive feature of commitment while sicuramente has no such semantic 
function. The author suggests that, apart from its syntactic structure, every utterance has 
a ‘macro-syntactic structure’ represented by the prefix-nucleus and nucleus-suffix. As 
Pietrandrea explains, the term nucleus refers to a central part of the clause complex 
which can semantically function on its own. The prefix is the part preceding and 
showing a stance on the nucleus (e.g. obviously in obviously, he is lying), and the suffix 
is what comes after it (e.g. adverbial prepositions and afterthoughts). (cf. Pietrandrea 
2008: 9-10) 
The presented examples from Table 1 “show that certamente can not only follow, 
but also precede the nucleus, by acting as a confirmative nucleus in dialogical MDCs 
(macro-syntactic discourse configurations) made by lists of nuclei” (Pietrandrea 2008: 
11). 
 
 
Table 1: An example of certainly in context (Pietrandrea 2008: 15). 
 
Certamente expresses commitment to the truthfulness of proposition which contains an 
opposition or agreement to additional discursive voices (cf. Pietrandrea 2008: 22). 
Interestingly, sicuramente does not transfer the contrast of propositions into a contrast 
of discursive voices (as in example 2.8). 
 
2.8 Forse fu colpa degli insegnanti che non seppero appassionarmi. 
Sicuramente fu colpa mia che non studiavo abbastanza. (Pietrandrea 2008: 15-16) 
 
Probably it was the teachers’ fault because they did not know how to motivate me. 
Surely, it was my fault for not studying enough. (my translation) 
 
From a semantic and pragmatic perspective, the analysis indicates that certamente acted 
as a ‘trigger of polyphony’, which expressed certainty deriving from a reported source 
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(not personal beliefs). In contrast, sicuramente can convey certainty of the proposition 
deriving from the beliefs of a speaker. On top of that, even though they are nearly 
synonymous, certamente and sicuramente have different distributional contexts in 
discourse. (cf. Pietrandrea 2008: 22) 
Even though the last two subsections provided a useful description of aspects related 
to modality in Italian, none of them considered their role in academic writing. This 
genre and its relation to the Italian context will be discussed in the next subsection. 
2.3.4. The status of academic and learners’ writing in Italy 
Research on the Italian (student) academic writing is at a more developed stage as the 
previously explained Albanian academic writing. There are several books (e.g. Prat 
Zagrebelsky 2004), papers (e.g. Bondi 2008; Damascelli and Martelli 2004; Diani 2008; 
Waibel 2002) and courses on academic writing. Despite well-established research and 
research groups such as the CLAVIER group or the team creating the ICLE-IT corpus, 
(student) academic writing is still not as well established as other research fields and 
needs more material. Moreover, the interviewed experts in the role of university 
teachers reveal how academic writing in Italy still has various problems such as not 
having the necessary emphasis and courses on it. Below, this discussion will be 
extended through actual studies on learners’ writing in Italian and Italian English. 
Addmitedly, the majority of these studies focus on learners’ writing of argumentative 
essays, rather than other types of current academic writing. (cf. Schmied 2015: 14) 
However, they give a clear idea of various features of Italian learners of English, Italian 
etc.  
Prat Zagrebelsky (2004) uses WordSmith Tools to show high frequency words and 
compare them between the ICLE-IT and the comparative LOCNESS (Louvain Corpus 
of Native English Essays) corpus. Among high frequency words, there were several 
modal auxiliaries. Table 2 shows the most frequent modal auxiliaries in both corpora, 
which will be briefly discussed here. As expected, they were frequently used by natives 
and non-natives (sometimes even more by non-natives). Can showed the highest 
frequency among the modal auxiliaries shown in Table 2. It can be assumed that natives 
appear more convinced than Italians due to the more frequent use of will. In line with 
Selvaggio’s (1997) findings, the (hedging) modal should was employed more than 
would with the purpose of offering hypothetical meaning. The epistemic verb think was 
overused by Italian students, particularly in a ‘projecting’ combination with I. (see Prat 
Zagrebelsky 2001; 2004: 81; Halliday and Matthiessen 2014) This combination forms 
what Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 687) call “alpha clauses” or fronted ‘bi-
clausal realizations’ (adapted in this study), related to hedging. On its left side, think 
collocated with I 184 times and on the right, it collocated with the indirect speech 
addition that 207 times. The explicit authoritative forms I and we were frequently used 
by Italian students. Such forms, according to Migliorero (1999), show a high level of 
participation by Italian students while conveying their ‘opinions.’ Despite the fact that 
these modal auxiliaries were not manually checked by the author on their frequent 
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hedging/boosting function, they display a valuable view on the modality of these 
corpora. 
 
corpus 
name 
 modal  
 
auxiliary   
 would could should can will 
ICLE-IT 651 (0.29%) 590 (0.26%) 908 (0.40%) 1003 
(0.45%) 
502 
(0.22%) 
LOCNESS 998 (0.40%) 431 (0.17%) 554 (0.22%) 836 (0.33%) 810 
(0.32%) 
Table 2: Summary of the ICLE-IT vs. LOCNESS comparison including modal auxilia-
ries. (cf. Prat Zagrebelsky 2004: 74ff) 
 
Prat Zagrebelsky (2004) discusses other lexemes (apart from modal auxiliaries) that 
may function as hedges and boosters. The nominal hedge possibility in ICLE-IT had 
106 tokens (0.05%), while in LOCNESS it only had eleven tokens. The boosting noun 
evidence had 17 tokens in ICLE-IT, in contrast to 88 (0.03%) in LOCNESS. As in the 
previous case of will, Italians as non-native speakers of English confidently boost their 
clause complexes less than native speakers of English. The frequency hedge sometimes 
had 144 instances (0.06%), in contrast to 36 (0.01%). The lemma believe was 
exclusively used in third person singular with an equally low, yet significant 12 vs. 73 
(0.03%) difference. (cf. Prat Zagrebelsky 2004: 81-89) This is interesting for my study, 
in particular my focus on attribution hedges. Even though it is difficult to measure what 
another writer or person believes in terms of probability, authors can place various 
levels of personal belief to the words of the other writer or person. As with can, should 
and could, Italian non-natives used more epistemically weaker forms than native 
speakers, such as possibility and sometimes. This goes against the general belief that 
natives modalize their texts more than non-natives and that Italians are generally very 
confident in their writings. However, the applicability of these results in the field of 
hedging and boosting is partly limited. To establish a connection to my study, I refer to 
these lexemes as hedges, even though it is clear that not all of them are actually hedges. 
Some similarities between the findings by Prat Zagrebelsky (2004) and Selvaggio 
(1997) were already mentioned. More details on the findings of the latter researcher will 
be presented below. This and the following studies such as Waibel’s unpublished MA 
thesis were similarly presented in the book by Prat Zagrebelsky (2004). 
In a study carried out at the University of Turin in 1997, Selvaggio used the ICLE-
IT corpus with a total of 81.000 words collected from argumentative essays of Italian 
students. She conducted two explanatory case studies. Her second case study is relevant 
for my study. She explores the errors in the use of certain modal auxiliaries (e.g. can, 
cannot, could, may, might). She considers negative polarity in her study by analyzing 
cannot.  Typical errors were detected, for example the use of the epistemic can instead 
of the epistemic modal operator may (e.g. the latter statement can probably arise 
criticism), and the use of could instead of would to convey hypothetical meaning (e.g. 
maybe this could be a solution). Prat Zagrebelsky (2004: 94) describes modal auxiliaries 
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as "a notorious area of difficulty for Italian students". Selvaggio (1997) adds that this 
derives from their semantic difficulty in English and the difference from Italian. In 
Italian, all previously mentioned modals that she analyzes have the same translation 
(though in different modes or forms), namely potere, and the subjunctive and 
conditional modes are usable to convey various levels of probability and possibility. 
This is very similar to the Albanian mund, which can be an equivalent of can, may, 
might and could. Therefore, one could hypothesize that a similar misuse is expected by 
Albanian students as well. The unnatural exam conditions under which these essays 
were produced and the small number of texts (total words) are limitations of this work. 
Selvaggio’s (1997) work displays a clear similarity with Waibel’s (2002) more recent 
investigation on the erroneous use of modal auxiliaries by Italians and Germans. Her 
findings will be discussed in the following paragraph. 
Waibel (2002) provides a quantitative and qualitative comparison between the 
ICLE-IT corpus and the ICLE-GE corpus and the LOCNESS native corpus in order to 
explore and compare Italian and German learners' first language interference with 
universal features. The study was conducted at the University of Freiburg in Germany. 
A detected universal feature was the unawareness of Italian learners on the various 
"meanings and nuances in English". Waibel investigated the learners' errors with a focus 
on four grammatic areas, including modals. The author found that modal auxiliaries 
were erroneously used by Italian learners. Out of these errors, 50% were related to first 
language interference. Core modal auxiliaries such as can, could, may and might were 
erroneously employed by Italian learners because of the extensive first language 
influence on English writings. More specifically, the cause was the simplified system of 
Italian with potere and dovere. In addition, the booster in fact, which Waibel presents as 
a connector, was overused by Italians due to the generally frequent use of infatti. A 
similar notable frequency of infatti was found in my data, but in contrast to Waibel, I 
consider infatti a booster. The author concludes by advocating the reinforcement of 
instruction on the modality area (and other investigated areas). While Selvaggio, Prat 
Zagrebelsky and Waibel partially research the ways modals were used by Italian 
learners of ICLE-IT, Damascelli and Martelli (2004) explicitly mention hedging of 
Italian writers as a form of mitigation. Their study will be described in the following 
paragraph.  
Damascelli and Martelli (cf. 2004: 161ff) led a qualitative and quantitative research 
on the employment of direct questions as a rethorical means within the argumentative 
essay genre, which they carried out through WordSmith Tools at the University of 
Turin. They briefly mention hedges and their use in the texts from the ICLE-IT and 
LOCNESS written corpora. While citing Bloor and Bloor (1995) and Hyland (1998), 
they associate hedging with the mitigation function related to the force of an author’s 
assertions. This helps the author to not threaten his or her colleagues with strongly 
conveyed statements.  Some examples were: Perhaps we are our society...It might be 
said that...maybe. They present an interesting assumption that Italian students employ a 
considerable number of hedging in their written output because they become aware of 
hedging while participating in courses with native speakers. While the frequent usage of 
hedging in Italian English writings supports my hypothesis, I have not found evidence 
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to support the authors’ assumption on such frequencies. The assumption makes hedging 
appear as a phenomenon exclusively related to native speakers or teachers, while other 
studies (see Prat Zagrebelsky 2004: 81-89) have proven the opposite. A point that 
(indirectly) supports my study is their statement regarding the need for further analysis 
on the presence of the hedging phenomenon in native Italian texts, and to explore 
whether its occurrence in English productions derives from overt teaching or as a 
common characteristic of some genres throughout languages. (cf. Damscelli and 
Martelli 2004: 171) 
Despite their valuable findings, none of the previously mentioned researchers 
directly treated approximative meanings or intensifiers. These aspects are analyzed by 
Benso (2000), who, in line with Waibel, presents comparisons between Italians and 
Germans. Her findings will be discussed in subsection 3.2.1 on intensifiers. So far, there 
were discussions on studies focusing on linguistic features of Italian learners (and 
German learners) within the argumentative essay genre. It is, however, relevant to 
introduce a paper by Prat Zagrebelsky (2002), which displayed a comparison between 
native English writers with Italian learners. Her paper, which will be discussed in the 
following paragraph, includes various aspects that cut across the concepts of hedges and 
projection. 
“I think versus I feel” is the main title of the paper by Prat Zagrebelsky (2002). She 
analyses these two mental verbs, which in Hyland's (1998) terms function as 
conversational hedges and convey or attribute opinions. The author uses a corpus-based 
research to compare native English writers with Italian learners within the 
argumentative essay genre. She refers to the Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written 
English (Biber et al. 1999: 362-363; cited in Prat Zagrebelsky 2004: 99) and ranks think 
under the subcategory of cognitive verbs that convey “cognitive states” and feel to the 
verbs which convey “emotional and attitudinal states.” Prat Zagrebelsky (2002) adopts a 
qualitative and quantitative approach to discover that feel was used more often by native 
speakers to attribute opinions to others, for example in they feel that their country is 
letting them down. They also used this fronted bi-clausal to express opinions in a more 
indirect manner, for example I feel that I might be wrong...” or negative polarity 
(tactful), such as I do not feel that this would work. Regarding visibility and 
involvement, Italians outscored the native speakers. The lexical hedge think was 
extensively employed by Italian learners in connection with I and a ‘that clause’, 
usually showing a high level of personal involvement (I really think that...I personally 
think that every person...). While the study has a good categorization based on Biber et 
al.’s (1999) work, it does not acknowledge the hedging function of think and feel. This 
function is extensively discussed in other literature. (cf. Fraser 2010; Holmes 1990; 
Hyland 1998a; 2005; Kaltenböck 2010) 
An even wider geographical area is covered by Neff, Ballesteros, Dafouz, Martinez 
and Rica (2003a: 562ff), who adopt a corpus-based approach to compare Italian learners 
with Dutch, American, French and Spanish learners. Going along with Prat Zagrebelsky 
(2002; 2004), Waibel (2002) and other researchers, their target genre is the 
argumentative essay. The authors analyse author's stance i.e. author’s evaluations and 
comments in relation to his or her proposition. They analyse constructions such as it 
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is+adjective+that and it is+past participle+that. They are fronted bi clausals that can 
act as either hedges or boosters, depending on the middle component. It 
is+possible+that is more tentative than it is+clear+that. As Neff et al. (2003a: 562ff) 
put it, these constructions can express probability (possible, probable), obviousness 
(clear, obvious), significance (significant, important) and additional functions which are 
not the purpose of my study. These functions fall into categories presented by Halliday 
and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 190), which are reviewed in my work. Interestingly, Italian 
writers had a frequent use of the boosting structure it is+clear+that as well as it 
is+well-known+that. The former will be presented in my thesis as a useful objective-
explicit form. The authors showed a difference between native and foreign learners and 
expert and novice writers. The second distinction could be compared to the differences 
and similarities between the works of BA, MA and PhD students in my corpora, 
particularly in their use of hedges and boosters. Their ending remark is that even expert 
writers produce errors while using rhetorical strategies, particularly in their presentation 
of stance. (cf. Neff et al. 2003a: 562ff)  
Apart from the interesting studies on learners’ writing that were mentioned in this 
subsection, there are also other studies that go beyond Italian academic or learners’ 
writing, including spoken academic language in Italy. The following paragraphs will 
briefly introduce a valuable study on discourse markers in informal academic 
interviews. 
Pulcini and Furiassi (2004: 209-210) adapt a qualitative and quantitative method to 
analyze the interpersonal and interactional as well as textual and organizational 
functions of discourse markers (DMs) used by native speakers of English (teachers) and 
Italian students of English during interviews. From their list of discourse markers 
employed in B turns (students) (cf. Pulcini and Furiassi 2004: 221), five hedges are 
mentioned in my work. These hedges are I think (87 tokens), quite (66), kind of (39), 
sort of (26) and almost (17). From these five, I analyze kind of and almost in detail. The 
shield expressed through an I+cognitive verb I think showed the highest frequency, 
followed by all other approximators. In addition, Pulcini and Furiassi emphasize that I 
think and I mean work as a hedge or filler, even though the first was less frequently used 
than the second. (cf. Pulcini and Furiassi 2004: 216) Almost had the lowest rate and as it 
usually occurs, kind of had a higher number of tokens than sort of. In their example 
"well...I think that she is", the introductory phrase I think co-occurs with the typically 
spoken hedge well. The authors analyze well by stating that it “also functions as a 
hedging device, in order to mitigate the strength of a statement” or convey skepticism 
(Pulcini and Furiassi 2004: 215). Regarding A turns (teachers), there were I think (32 
tokens), quite (15), kind of (13) and almost (2) (Pulcini and Furiassi 2004: 222). No 
instance of sort of was found in teachers’ talk as well as a generally low occurrence of 
all approximators and the shield I think. 
From a general point of view, teachers played a more central role in framing 
interaction by employing a higher proportion of the general DMs (7%) as compared to 
students (3.8%) (Pulcini and Furiassi 2004: 213). However, students relied more 
frequently on hedges than teachers. I relate this lower usage of ‘hedges’ by the teachers 
to tenor aspects such as the vertical power relation (in Halliday and Matthiessen’s 
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(2014) terminology) of the involved actors. In terms of power relations (see subsection 
3.9.7), the higher status of teachers may cause their language to appear less tentative 
than the one of the students. 
This large subsection on academic writing, learner writing and additional academic 
interaction in Italy encloses the discussion on the Albanian and Italian academic 
contexts. It was shown that both contexts remain unexplored due to the the small 
number of studies focusing on modalization, hedges and boosters. They are different 
since the Italian research on academic writing is in a more advanced stage than the 
Albanian one. Since Albanian and Italian students are L2 writers, there will be an 
additional subsection on L2 writers compared to L1 writers. This subsection is essential 
since my study compares L2 writers. 
 
2.4. First language (L1) and second language (L2) writing 
In this final ‘background information’ subsection, it is necessary to dicuss general 
aspects of L2 writing by drawing a comparison to L1 writing and related independent 
variables. This is related to Albanian and Italian student writing. In the last three 
decades, “L2 writing has evolved into a well-established interdisciplinary field of 
inquiry characterized by well-defined areas of interest, distinct methods of inquiry and 
[…] identifiable professional networks for the dissemination of knowledge among 
practitioners” (Manchón 2016: 1). This is demonstrated by the vast amount of research 
on L2 writing and related aspects (Connor 1996; Hyland 2003; Manchón 2016; Odlin 
2013; Purves 1988; Ventola 1997; Wang 2012). The understanding of L2 writing and 
the relation between L1 and L2 are relevant for my corpus-based comparison of 
Albanian and Italian L1 and L2 (English) novice writers in the academia. Though, there 
are relevant similarities between L1 and L2 writers/writings, academic institutions and 
empirical research propose that there are significant differences as well. Differences 
between L1 and L2 writings may be related to: 
Different linguistic proficiencies and intuitions about languages 
Different learning experiences and classroom expectations 
Different [perception] of audience and writer 
Different preferences for ways of organizing texts 
Different writing processes 
Different understandings of text uses and the social value of different text types (Hy-
land 2003: 31) 
It is relevant to be aware of the socio-cultural, linguistic and mental differences listed 
above when comparing L1 and L2 writings as in my study. On the socio-cultural level, 
what may be perceived as a credible stance in one cultural context, may be seen as rude 
in another. As Hyland suggests, while a certain (more Western) culture may foster 
individualism, which may be reflected in expressing the writers’ voice, judgements, 
knowledge in writing, another (more collectivist) cultural context may appraise 
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interdependence, which may be reflected in passing on knowledge and socially shared 
aspects in writing. (cf. Ramanathan and Atkinson 1999; Heath 1991; Hyland 2003: 38)  
According to Purves (1988) and Hyland (cf. 2003: 34-35), L2 writers have a 
different knowledge base than native English writers and L2 writers were found to 
produce texts that are less cohesive, less fluent and with more errors than native English 
writers. The linguistic resources in terms of vocabulary and grammar are perceived by 
L2 students themselves as their main difficulty as found by Hyland (cf. 2003: 34-35). 
While the description does not intent to portray achievements of L2 writers as limited, 
possibly, their proficiency in speaking and writing in their L1 is not enough to express 
themselves properly in L2 (English). In other words, “linguistic and rhetorical 
conventions do not always transfer successfully across languages and may actually 
interfere with writing in the L2” (Connor 1996; cited in Hyland 2003: 35). There is no 
agreement on what aspects of literacy tranfer from L1 to L2. This means that 
researchers should not attribute all features of L2 writing to L1 writing skills. The 
influence of L1 in L2 writing can show great variance, depending on, for instance, the 
similarity and contact between the two languages. There is also the aspect of possible 
positive effect of strategy transfer to the L2, which can considerably facilitate the 
learners’ improvement. (cf. Hyland 2003: 35) As it can be seen, the topic of L2 writing 
is very complex. 
To shortly extend the discussion on transfer, there has been a long tradition of SLA 
research on the transfer of linguistic knowledge and features from the L1 to the L2. 
More recently, Odlin (2013) and Hirvela, Hyland and Manchón (2016: 52) have treated 
this aspect. The latter focused on another type of transfer for L2 writers such as 
transferring knowledge and skills learned in a writing course (experience) into another 
writing process. This implies students transferring knowledge from one L2 writing 
process into another. However, also in this case, successful learning does not 
necessarily bring successful transfer and results might differ for different students. (cf. 
Hirvela 2016: 52) A further discussion of this topic would go beyond the scope of my 
study. However, it can be seen that L2 writing is a complex process that involves L1 
knowledge, previous L2 writing experiences and many other factors such as cognitive, 
social, cultural, ideological, personal, educational, contextual factors and so on (see last 
paragraph of this subsection). That is why it is essential to extend the knowledge on L1 
and L2 writing from two interrelated and underexplored target groups such as Albanian 
and Italian students. This should be done by taking into consideration all previously 
mentioned aspects and possible differences. 
In terms of academic writing and contrastive rhetorics, the discussion on L1 and L2 
writing is even more complex. For a long time, there has been interest in the 
organization of L1 and L2 rhetoric (see Stapleton 2002; Wang 2012: 637; inter alia). 
For academic writing, Stapleton (2002) states that there are no major differences 
between L1 and L2 writers and that these differences are often overstated and 
misrepresented. The author presented numerous similarities in the academic writing of 
L1 and L2 writers, with only minor differences concerning genre, structural aspects and 
the creation of articles. Wang (cf. 2012: 637) contrasts this view by summarizing 
various types of differences between L1 and L2 writing. The author lists differences in 
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three major levels, lexicon (word formation and word choice), clause complex (clause 
complex patterns and subject) and passage (writer’s voice, organization, 
reader’s/writer’s responsibility, attitude of good writing and citing and expressed 
writing conventions). Yet, it is not easy to draw conclusions on the L1-L2 differences 
within academic writing. However, it holds true that academic writing is a type of 
writing where native speakers also need training and often native speakers, similar to 
non-native speakers, struggle to write effectively and correctly. 
By comparing L1 with L2 writers’ choices in terms of modality (hedges and 
boosters) or politeness, mitigation, evidentiality etc., it can be noticed that many 
independent variables are involved. These variables often lead to differences as the 
following studies will reveal. The first study concerns Finnish writers rather than Italian 
or Albanian writers, but it is a unique description of non-native writers of English in 
relation to SFG, specifically modalization. The second study concerns various non-
native writers of English, including Italians. Ventola (cf. 1997: 167-168) provides a 
discussion of L2 (and L1) writing in terms of modalization and modulation with a focus 
on Finnish writers. It appears that the English system of modalization (probability) 
presents many challenges for Finnish writers, which often derive from differences 
between the Finnish and English systems of modalization (e.g. mood and modality must 
be presented more closely together in Finnish). The author mentions the difficulty of 
Finnish writers to fully understand the English mood and modality with its different 
types of orientation (subjective, objective), manifestation (explicit, implicit), probability 
values and effective distribution in different paper sections (e.g. discussion). Ventola’s 
(cf. 1997: 168ff) results indicated differences in the usage of modalization in English 
writings by Finnish and native English speakers. These results are presented in more 
detail in subsection 3.6.4 whereas an extended discussion on hedges and boosters in L1 
and L2 writing can be found in subsection 3.6.2. Neff et al. (2003b: 211) compares texts 
in English by writers from American universities with texts by non-native English 
writers from five different L1 backgrounds (Italian, Dutch, French, German and 
Spanish). Their aim is to compare their construction of stance by examining their use of 
evidentiality, which they divide between modal auxiliaries (including can, could, may, 
might and must) and reporting verbs (including suggest, argue, explain, say, show, and 
state). For modal auxiliaries, they found that non-native English writers either showed 
an overuse or underuse as compared to native American writers. As for reporting verbs, 
native American writers employed a wider range, with many verbs containing a ‘higher 
pragmatic import’ for showing stance. These two studies reveal differences between L1 
and L2 writers in terms of modality and related aspects. They reveal that, for various 
reasons, L2 writers are still limited in their lexical choices (beyond modal auxiliaries) 
and understand the modality system. 
What seems unclear is to what extent students should acquire or use L2 (English) 
culture-oriented linguistic behaviours. The question is if Italian students (and Albanian 
students) should be encouraged to change their (academic) culture-influenced writing 
attitudes and adopt a more Anglo-saxon oriented rhetorical style, in line with the 
question presented by Prat Zagrebelsky (2002; cited in Prat Zagrebelsky 2004: 99). This 
is not necessarily a matter of changing habits. It is more a matter of raising awareness of 
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cultural, social, cognitive and linguistic aspects related to the target language (L2). In 
this way, a more effective writing style can be adopted by non-native students of 
English. In a similar manner, Salager-Meyer discusses the need to raise awareness of 
hedging or vagueness for non-native learners of English. The following quote captures 
her main ideas: 
The vagueness used to present information is frequently overlooked by non-native 
speakers of English (Lackstromn et al. 1972). One reason might be because, as Zuck 
and Zuck (1987) remarked, little information is available in ESL textbooks to help stu-
dents familiarize themselves with hedgings. These authors add that the treatment of 
hedging should at least be sufficient to raise the issue. […] Students should be made 
aware of the need to mediate their claims and of making the difference between ob-
served facts (which, as we said before, are said strongly) and interpretation (i.e., expla-
nations which are invariably subjected to "may be") in order to be effective readers and 
writers of scientific genres. […] Instructors should then teach their students how to 
choose their reporting verbs; how to make the difference between the verbs whose use 
asserts the authors' commitment to the attendant proposition (to show, to demonstrate, 
to establish) and those whose use carries no such commitment (to suggest). (Salager-
Meyer 1994: 69-70) 
To summarize, academic culture was mentioned as one of the main features influencing 
L2 writing. Beyond academic culture, students have different educational backgrounds 
and (L1) linguistic knowledge which also shape their writing styles. Having different L1 
systems (e.g. mood and modality) as compared to L2 systems (of e.g. English) might 
lead them to a limited understanding of the L2 systems and alternative linguistic choices 
in L2 writing. Even their previous L2 writing experiences appear to affect their L2 
writings. Students are also individuals with unique features that go beyond every 
generalization about cultural habits or other aspects. They have different ideologies and 
ways to socially interact with other people in their various surrounding (academic) 
contexts. Students also have different cognitive processes (e.g. linguistic affordances, 
presented in the Introduction) and personalities. These aspects should be considered 
when investigating L1 and L2 student writings. They may bring interesting usages and 
variation across different corpora and languages. Additionally, these aspects should be 
considered by teachers of foreign or second language classrooms so that they can better 
deal with alternative linguistic choices and patterns. 
This section involved a useful description of the Albanian and Italian academic 
contexts, modalization systems, several related studies and a final discussion on L1-L2 
writing considerations. It was essential to give a general overview of these two 
academic contexts and languages because they remain underexplored. In the following 
section, the focus shifts from the context to the concepts of my study. They were partly 
introduced in the first two sections but since my study is one of the only studies ever 
that provides an overarching analysis of aspects related to hedges and boosters, it is 
necessary to offer a deep explanation of these concepts. It starts with the higher levels of 
stance and commitment and continues with hedges and their subcategories, boosters and 
their subcategories, different related variables and selected SFG concepts related to 
hedges and boosters. 
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3. Literature review 
3.1. Author’s stance and commitment and their categorizations 
From a macro perspective on hedges and boosters, there are two fundamental concepts 
that need to be examined, namely author’s stance and commitment. The following 
discussion will introduce the former, which represents the general frame of hedges and 
boosters and extend on the latter, which will be adapted in this study.  
Within metadiscourse, which is “the ways in which writers and speakers interact 
through their use of language with readers and listeners”, writers express different types 
of stance and interaction with readers (Hyland 2017). The following framework (Table 
3) elaborates on metadiscourse and stance within academic writing. As shown in the 
framework, metadiscourse is divided into interactive and interactional linguistic 
devices. Authors employ interactive devices such as evidentials and transitions to 
organize discourse and guide the audience through it. They employ interactional devices 
such as engagement and attitude markers to indicate their stance and attitude towards 
themselves, the audience and the text. (cf. Mu, Jun Zhang, Ehrich and Hong 2015: 135) 
In this way, stance represents the way in which authors present themselves and other 
sources in their academic writings by considering their audience. Hedges and boosters 
belong to the interactional devices since they demonstrate stance and attitude and 
include the audience in an interactional discourse such as academic writing. This was a 
basic introduction to the wide frame of metadiscourse including stance and organization 
of discourse, which is further elaborated by Hyland (2017), Mu et al. (2015) and others. 
In the next paragraphs, it is relevant to define the similar concept of author’s 
commitment, which only concentrates on the expression of modalization (probability) 
and the level of certainty within discourse. While researchers applying a metadiscourse 
framework concentrate on the author and the readers, the ones (as in my case) analyzing 
author’s commitment focus only on the author. 
 
 
Table 3: A model of metadiscourse including stance in academic writing (Hyland 2005 
49: cited in Hyland 2017: 20). 
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Author’s commitment is widely known as the way authors commit themselves to the 
given proposition or other sources. This system provides insight into the author’s 
perspective and is therefore applicable to the focus of my study. To better understand 
this central constituent of my study’s framework, it is necessary to examine the original 
work by Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6ff) and more recent authors such as Kaltenböck et al. 
(2010). While most of these authors only focus on the relevant link between author’s 
commitment and hedges, I also introduce the applicability of author’s commitment to 
boosters. Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 1-2) investigated physician-to-physician talk about 
patients during morning rounds or sessions in a pediatric intensive-care unit. The dates 
were randomly chosen between August 1978 and January 1979. The authors compare 
hedges used in self-repairs and other discourse aspects to discover the outstanding use 
of 150 to 450 hedges per hour transferred into more than one hedge every 15 seconds. 
(cf. Prince et al. 1980: 3) Prince et al. follow Lakoff’s (1973: 471) definition that hedges 
“make things fuzzier”, by adding that this occurs in “one of [at least] two distinctive 
ways” (Prince et al. 1980: 4). They emphasize how approximators work on the semantic 
level to indicate “some markedness, i.e. non-prototypicalness, with respect to class 
membership,” while shields contain pragmatic functions to “convey markedness with 
respect to speaker’s commitment” (Prince et al. 1980: 6). The authors offer the 
following figure to classify hedges. While they use ‘approximator’ isto refer to lexemes, 
which also appear in Lakoff’s (1973) paper, the concept of ‘shield’ represents the major 
contribution by Prince et al. (1980). These concepts of author’s ‘partial’ commitment 
will be explained in more detail in the following subsections. They will be treated from 
a broader perspective by drawing comparisons to boosters as well. 
 
  
Figure 2: The original categorization of author’s partial commitment (Prince et al. 1980: 
20). 
 
There are two relevant arguments by Prince et al.’s (1980) concerning rounders and 
attribution shields, which serve to avoid misunderstanding regarding these two 
phenomena. Firstly, rounders are employed when exact numbers are missing, but also 
when they are irrelevant. Secondly, authors still show some degree of commitment 
towards the attributed source when they employ attribution shields. These two 
arguments will be discussed in detail in sections 3.1.2.1.1 and 3.1.2.2.2. 
The specific hedges borrowed from Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6-20) for my study are 
presented in Table 4. It should be noted that this kind of clear-cut categorization by 
Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6ff) is not followed in my study. It will be shown here that where 
the same lexeme can occur as, for instance, an adaptor, rounder or plausibility shield, in 
different contexts. The lexemes in bold are the ones used for my analysis. Almost, for 
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instance, is chosen for its outstanding flexibility in expressing different approximative 
meanings and kind of is mainly chosen because it was more frequently used than sort of. 
Moreover, it is interesting to see how the mainly spoken hedge kind of is used in 
academic writing. In addition, the frequent occurrences and high flexibility of probably 
and seem led me to analyze them. An important aspect of the notation of Table 4 is the 
underlining, which indicates that I do not agree that the underlined lexeme is a hedge. I 
consider, for instance, X says as unmarked (reporting) and entirely as a booster. The 
examined framework (cf. Prince et al. 1980: 10) placed entirely among examples of 
approximation. This is in line with my choice of categorizing boosters in the same way 
as hedges (proposition vs. author-related) but it is different from my framework, where 
entirely appears as an intensifying booster. However, entirely is preceded by I do not 
think in their example. This might be a hint at a negated booster which has acquired a 
hedging function, within a transferred negative context.  
 
attribution shield according to X (and to me/and not necessarily to me), X says 
plausibility shield I think, might, seem, perhaps, probably, guess, must, I (had to) 
believe, presumably, apparently 
adaptor kind of, sort of, somewhat, essentially, almost, entirely, quite 
rounder about, approximately 
Table 4: A summary of the hedges (and booster) presented in Prince et al.’s (1980: 6-
20) study. 
 
The results by Prince et al. (1980) showed that shields occur significantly more than 
approximators in self-repairs. Surprisingly, attribution shields had a significantly higher 
occurrence than the other categories, which showed no significant differences. (cf. 
Prince et al. 1980: 23) By supposing that there was a high level of uncertainty among 
the participants, they discovered that 39% of self-repairs (e.g. hedging a previous non-
hedged utterance) are hedges, out of which none is a rounder. (cf. Prince et al. 1980: 22) 
Their findings are very important to see how these categories appear in my data. In 
contrast to one of Skelton’s (cf. 1988: 38) main criticisms towards Prince et al. (cf. 
1980: 6ff) that they supposedly present hedges as a problem of physicians’ discourse, 
they conclude that physicians in the intensive-care unit should not attempt to be more 
accurate, but understand their ‘fairly frequent’ reliance on hedges as part of “the best 
tradition of scientific inquiry and rational thought” which “demonstrates a scholarly 
orderliness in their representation of knowledge” (Prince et al. 1980: 25). 
Since the publication of Prince et al.’s (1980) study on hedges more than 40 years 
ago, a large group of researchers have treated their categorization of hedges by proving 
its undeniably wide impact in this research domain. Many researchers have either partly 
or completely used it (Caffi 2010; Kaltenböck 2010; Mihatsch 2010; Yuliarti Warsono 
2016) or have provided similar categorizations (Caffi 2007; Diewald 2006; Hübler 
1983). Other scholars have contrasted the categorization by questioning its feasibility in 
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different contexts and pointing out that sometimes approximators function in the same 
pragmatic manner as shields, and therefore differentiating between them in texts is very 
difficult (Skelton 1988: 38; Varttala 1999, 2001: 11-12; inter alia). It is worth 
mentioning that these writers have not been able to draw on any systematic empirical 
research on this overlap, by limiting themselves to a few examples. Lastly, a few 
researchers (Caffi 1999; 2007; Lafuente Millán 2008; Rounds 1982) have directly or 
indirectly used the categorization or the terminology by proposing changes. Kaltenböck 
(2010) presents a similar discussion on studies following Prince et al.’s (1980) 
framework. These interesting studies will be subsequently discussed, since they 
represent a very narrow area of research, which is worth comparing to my study. 
The concepts of approximators and shields have similarities with the ones by Hare 
(1970) and other alternative concepts, which will be presented below. Following Hare’s 
(1970) terminology, it can be remarked that approximators modify the phrastic, which 
infers the proposition, and shields modify the neustic, meaning the author’s 
commitment to the truth of his or her clause complex. A very similar discussion is 
provided by Hübler (1983), who draws on Hare’s work. Hübler has a similar distinction 
to Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 6ff), where hedging devices are divided into 
‘understatements’ (phrastic indetermination = approximators) and ‘hedges’ (neustic 
indetermination = shields). However, I am of a different opinion than Hübler because 
both of Hübler’s concepts can be seen as hedges. The term ‘understatement’ differs 
from the interactional (author-reader) nature of academic writing and the desire of 
authors to convey an accurate analysis, where it presents approximators as devices to 
hide or narrow a certain statement. Instead of the two-part categorizations by Prince et 
al. (cf. 1980: 6-19) and Hübler (1983), Caffi (1999, 2007) describes mitigation as an 
attenuation of undesired effects on the audience and classified it into bushes, hedges and 
shields. Caffi’s ‘bushes’ function like Prince et al.’s (1980) approximators and, 
according to her, ‘hedges’, refer to the illocutionary force (like Fraser’s performative 
hedges) and the author’s level of commitment (similar to plausibility shields). Caffi’s 
‘shields’ are similar to attribution shields, but they are more extended because of their 
possibility to shift in any deictic component in different manners. (cf. Kaltenböck et al 
2010: 5) While I partly agree that the three categories by Caffi (1999; 2007) are 
apparently different in ways and degrees of mitigating clause complexes, I consider 
them as different conveyances of one main hedge category.  
Two other authors propose alternative concepts to shields and approximators. Fraser 
(cf. 2010: 22) divides hedging into “propositional hedging”, which infers a limited 
commitment towards the entire semantic membership of an item, and “speech act 
hedging”, which indicates full commitment to the strength of the speech act. The former 
is equal to approximators and the latter is a shield-like form. In a similar dual model, 
Diewald (cf. 2006: 403ff) proposes two alternative functions for hedges, namely 
‘characterizing’, which means indicating the referential accuracy of a statement (in line 
with approximators), and ‘perspectivizing’, which means indicating the validity and 
truthfulness of a statement (in line with shields). The concepts from these studies do not 
seem to be widely explored. Further research would surely produce interesting results. 
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There are contrastive views on the usefulness of Prince et al.’s (1980) study 
(categorization). Hyland (cf. 1998a: 69), for instance, provides an in-depth review of 
Prince et al.’s (1980) study and their view on hedges as devices that express writer 
commitment, withdrawal and carefulness against overemphasizing assertions. He 
explains how writers’ desire “to shield themselves from challenges” indicates “the 
influence of the discourse community on language use”, and it “is crucial in academic 
research writing” (Hyland 1998a: 69). By emphasizing the usefulness of Prince et al.’s 
(cf. 1980: 6-20) categorization of hedges according to author commitment, he points 
out: 
Prince et al. and Rounds make some important distinctions concerning academic hedg-
ing and their division between hedges [proposition-related and author-related] appears 
to be a particularly fruitful one. How writers mark their commitment to their proposi-
tions and indicate who is responsible for what claims is at the heart of skillful scientific 
writing (Hyland 1998a: 79). 
Other researchers question the usefulness of Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 6-20) division of 
hedges (Markkanen and Schröder 1997/2010; Skelton 1988: 38; Varttala 1999, 2001: 
11-12). Skelton (1988: 38) claims, for example, that Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 6-20) 
division between shields and approximators is “sustainable only in the abstract.” 
However, as Kaltenböck et al. (cf. 2010: 6) also notes, this criticism is inaccurate 
because Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 6-20) division is constructed from real language use, it 
has brought clarity to the different functions of hedges and remains a useful heuristic 
device for their explanation.  
Despite the early lack of studies which further analyse hedges from Prince et al.’s 
(cf. 1980: 6ff) perspective, as Hyland observed in 1998, there are a few more recent 
studies applying and elaborating their concepts. In a recent contribution on hedges, 
Yuliarti and Warsono (cf. 2016: 11) recorded classroom speeches from 15 students 
majoring in TESOL at the Semarang State University, Indonesia. They present Prince et 
al.’s (cf. 1980: 6ff) categorization of hedges and its four sub-categories (rounders, 
attributive shields etc.) but neglect its main distinction between shields and 
approximators and their essential differences. Thus, their general categorization is 
incomplete. Yuliarti and Warsono state that plausibility shields enable authors “to lessen 
the responsibility of the truth value of the information”, while attributive shields are 
used to “avoid the entire responsibility” (Yuliarti and Warsono 2016: 17). The authors 
rank shields in a decreasing order: plausibility shields – partial commitment; attributive 
shields – no commitment. I have not been able to find a previous theoretical or present 
practical basis for such a ranking. The authors’ claim about the total lack of 
commitment for attributive shields would mean that writers present external sources 
without taking any responsibility on the truthfulness of their information. I do not 
believe that writers (including students) normally ignore Grice’s (cf. 1975: 41ff) maxim 
of quality (first point: “do not say what you believe to be false”). From my point of 
view, there is always a certain degree of author’s responsibility for the mentioned 
sources, which are expected to be credible and informative. As Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 
18) data show, there is always ‘some’ level of commitment or agreement from authors 
to the information given by the other sources that they refer to. This does not, however, 
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infer that they follow the second point of Grice’s maxim of quality and guarantee on 
adequate evidence supporting the other (mentioned) author’s words. (cf. Prince et al. 
1980: 17) As for rounders, Yuliarti and Warsono (cf. 2016: 11ff) claim that they make 
the measurement less precise, and by using them, students were incapable of offering 
precise data. No specific contextual examples were provided for their claim. Generally, 
rounders can also be used by authors when, for instance, the presentation of exact 
numbers is not relevant, or when they want to emphasize the vagueness of data from 
other studies or sources (in contrast to their own exact numbers). In a time-limited class 
presentation, a student would rather say: “My CBA corpus consists of circa 2 million 
words instead of: “My corpus consists of 1.995.284 words”, especially if he or she has 
more than one corpus to present. Instead of showing incapability of being exact, 
rounders increase the exactness and truth of the author’s statements because they point 
out that, for some reason, the given information is inexact or incomplete (instead of 
false assertions presented as categorical). Yuliarti and Warsono (cf. 2016: 18) offer a 
vague and general discussion, where they draw conclusions on four functions of hedges, 
without evidence or investigation to support their claims. When presenting introductory 
phrases as attributive shields, they do not give specific examples (one would be the 
reporting form according to) (cf. Yuliarti and Warsono 2016: 18), without mentioning 
introductory phrases that act as plausibility hedges: In my opinion, I think, From my 
point of view etc. The authors found that students hedged in around 58% of their overall 
clause complexes. (cf. Yuliarti and Warsono 2016: 11) Interestingly, approximators 
were the most frequently used forms with 29.04%, followed by introductory 
phrases/evidential phrases with 23.42%. (cf. Yuliarti and Warsono 2016: 15) The 
students’ usage of shields and approximators was presented in the following decreasing 
order: a) plausibility shields (36.28%); b) attribution shields (28.86%); c) adaptors 
(26.28%); d) rounders (7.68%) (Yuliarti and Warsono 2016: 17). It is interesting to see 
how different shield and approximator categories are distributed in the discussed study 
and how these studies describe the features of these major concepts for my study in 
detail. 
Three other researchers present their valuable papers focusing directly on the 
concepts of shields and approximators. Kaltenböck (cf. 2010: 11) uses spoken British 
English to explore the pragmatic function of I think (parenthetical). Interestingly, he 
ranks I think as an approximator, shield, structural device and even booster, depending 
on the context. The author makes a good contribution to knowledge by investigating I 
think in relation to prosody, co-occurrence aspects, positioning and purpose, and thereby 
demonstrating the wide functional flexibility of I think. Additionally, Mihatsch (cf. 
2010: 10) draws a comparison between Italian, French, Spanish and Portuguese spoken 
corpora to find the notable unidirectional changes leading from ‘lexical’ approximators 
(adaptors), to ‘quantificational’ ones (rounders). The author displays various cognitive 
processes, communicative purposes and distinct origins, which lead speakers to employ 
rounders and adaptors. Lastly, Caffi (cf. 2010: 10-11) researches in a detailed manner 
the functions emerging from the use of the approximator, or, as Kaltenböck (2010: 10-
11) calls it, ‘approximation marker’ so to say in one of Plato’s passages of his dialogue 
Gorgias. Based on a contextual investigation, she ranks the item as both an 
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approximator, which attenuates language, and as an ‘underscorer,’ which strengthens it. 
In line with these authors and their useful papers, I have chosen Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 
6-20) categorization for a few reasons explained below. 
3.1.1. My adaptation of the categorization of author’s commitment 
Despite the adaptation of the few studies previously mentioned, Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 
6-20) categorization of shields and approximators remains widely unexplored and there 
have been insufficient attempts to pursue the path of their initial study by investigating 
particular genres. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 79) This shows the importance of my study’s 
extension of Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 6ff) categorization. 
I use Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 6ff) categorization of hedges and boosters into shields 
and approximators, since it accurately shows the differences between them. This is 
suitable for improving academic writing. In contrast to the original categorization, my 
analysis shows examples where the same lexeme functions as an approximator and a 
shield in different linguistic contexts. This partly supports Skelton’s (cf. 1988: 38) claim 
on their ambiguity. Differentiating between approximators and shields was challenging, 
yet, with the appropriate framework including scope, it is possible to effectively 
differentiate them. I also support the arguments of Lafuente Millán (cf. 2008: 69) and 
Hyland (1998a), who present pragmatic features (or reasons for the use) of 
approximators such as making other studies seem less accurate and accordingly one’s 
own study more exact, yet these features are difficult to categorize. The following 
subsection clarifies each previously mentioned category of author’s commitment that 
falls within hedging and boosting. These categories are crucial constituents of the wide 
framework that is applied for this study. The discussion will start with hedges, which 
are generally known to be more researched than boosters. 
3.1.2. The definition of hedges  
Modality is a widely discussed aspect of interpersonality (Hyland 2004; Martin and 
White 2005) and is relevant in building proximity by enabling writers to apply language 
flexibly to adopt stances, convey a certain perspective and claim empathy with the 
audience. Hedges and similar modality devices which enable writers to discuss on the 
factual position of the propositional information are therefore plentiful in research 
disciplines. (Hyland 2010: 123) Hedges can be included as one feature of epistemic 
modality (cf. Hyland 2015:136) or modalization, as in Halliday’s (1985) and Halliday 
and Matthiessen’s (2014) terminology. This is because they fulfill the modalization (and 
modulation) features of author’s persuasion, truth assessment and interaction with the 
audience. 
Hedges such as probably, about and I think represent devices which withhold 
author’s complete commitment to the given information, allowing it to be introduced as 
an opinion rather than fact. (cf. Hyland 1998a; 2005; 2017: 20) They convey the 
author’s (low) level of commitment towards the reliability or truth value of his or her 
writing. (cf. Schmied 2018: 9) In this paper, I investigate the wide phenomena of 
‘hedging’ and ‘boosting’ with a specific focus on ‘hedges’ and ‘boosters’. Hyland (cf. 
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1998a: 1-10) seems to present ‘hedges’ and ‘hedging’ as if they were the same (e.g. by 
explaining hedging through Lakoff’s definition of ‘fuzzy’ items). Even though the 
author defines ‘hedging’ as conveying “lack of complete commitment” or “a desire not 
to express commitment categorically” and ‘hedges’ as the devices used to express this 
phenomenon (cf. Hyland 1998a: 1-3), he constantly switches between the two terms 
throughout his book. I want to point out that hedging is different from hedges. The 
former represents the wide phenomenon of modalizing or expressing probability, even 
through whole clauses, clause complexes, or whole paragraphs. The latter stands for 
lexical and non-lexical devices that express various degrees of probability and 
tentativeness. They could be compared to the difference between weather and climate, 
which Halliday and Matthiessen (2014: 27) use to distinguish between the system and 
the text. After noticing a similarity, I adapted this comparison to the one between hedge 
and booster as well as hedging and boosting.  
What we call ‘climate’ is weather seen from a greater depth of time – it is what is in-
stantiated in the form of weather. The weather [similarly hedges and boosters] is what 
goes on around us all the time, impacting on, and sometimes disturbing, our daily lives. 
The climate [similarly hedging and boosting] is the potential that underlies these varia-
ble effects. (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 27) 
Although it is quite young as a term, hedging is well-established in Linguistics and its 
relevance in speech and writing is generally acknowledged. (cf. Kaltenböck et al. 2010: 
1) Though the term ‘hedges’ was first introduced in 1973 (cf. Lakoff 1973: 471), the 
same phenomenon derives from a much earlier period. In 1927, Heisenberg published 
his theory of uncertainty or indeterminacy relations and established the basis for 
Quantum Physics (Mechanics). Different from classical Physics, Quantum Physics 
promoted a limited precision of measurement. Heisenberg argues that there is a 
fundamental limitation to the exactness with which complementary variables of a 
particle, such as momentum p and positioning x, can be measured. The more we know 
about x or p, the less we know about the other, and the process of observing (researcher) 
influences the results. Our physical world can be described in terms of a wave function 
(see Coolman 2014), where only probability estimates can be made.  
In another early influential work, Zadeh (cf. 1965: 338ff), a ‘hard scientist’ from 
Mathematics and Engineering, introduced the “Fuzzy Sets Theory.” This theory (not in 
Linguistics) captures the same phenomenon of uncertainty and indefinite criteria. It 
maintains the idea that the majority of the physical elements we see in the real world 
“do not have precisely defined criteria of membership.” They are ranked in “a fuzzy set, 
that is, a class with a continuum of grades of membership” (Zadeh 1965: 338-339). This 
work became the basis of George Lakoff’s (1973) subsequent linguistic analysis of 
hedges. Zadeh’s revised version from 1972 was also applied by Hyland (cf. 1998a: 
159), who defined it as a model describing classes with no clear-cut boundaries where 
items might range throughout intervals. Items are found in intervals where they exhibit 
different degrees of characteristics from more than a single class.  
The first researcher to use the term “hedge” was indeed Lakoff, who in 1973 
referred to it as “words whose job is to make things fuzzier or less fuzzy” (Lakoff 1973: 
471). This definition represents a useful starting point for the understanding of hedges. 
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By partly agreeing with Lakoff (1973), I believe that hedges (e.g. probably, possibly) 
have a softening (make things fuzzy) effect rather than a strengthening one (make things 
less fuzzy). In regard to Zadeh’s (1965) Fuzzy Sets Theory, Lakoff (1973: 471-472) 
presents predominantly semantic features of hedges by admitting that his list is only an 
initial step in the analysis of these linguistic resources. Lakoff (1973: 471) presents 
hedges through the superficially simple hedge sort of. He clarifies that “the values for 
sort of tall are greatest when [one is] of intermediate height. If [one is] of less than 
intermediate height, then the values for sort of tall are greater than those for tall. But 
above intermediate height the values for sort of tall drop off sharply. If [one is] really 
tall, [one is] not sort of tall” (Lakoff 1973: 471). The author maintains that the same 
explanation counts for the case or category of birdiness. He lists the following clause 
complexes including sort of. 
 
a. A. robin is sort of a bird. (False-it is a bird, no question about it) 
b. A chicken is sort of a bird. (True, or very close to true) 
c. A penguin is sort of a bird. (True, or close to true) 
d. A bat is sort of a bird. (Still pretty close to false) 
e. A cow is sort of a bird. (False) (Lakoff 1973: 471) 
 
A similar example (see Figure 3) was created to capture Lakoff’s (1973) idea on hedges.  
 
  
Figure 3: A semantic view on hedges. Adapted from Lakoff (1973: 471ff). 
 
In the examples above, it is shown how the Lakoffian hedge (a degree adaptor) sort of 
enables the truthfulness of the clause complex relating penguins to the category of fish. 
As Zadeh (cf. 1965: 338-339) maintains, there are no clear-cut categories and my 
examples (much more: tuna, more: penguin, less: Marlon) vary in in their membership 
to the fish category. Though penguins are closer to the category of birds, they have 
many features of fish such as being highly adapted for life in the water, swimming, 
eating other fish. Therefore, they are less close to the category of fish than tuna fish but 
closer to it than Marlon (a human being). Though Marlon may for instance share a few 
fish characteristics, such as swimming very well and feeling comfortable in the water, I 
still placed him towards the end of the continuum. However, since a tuna fish is more of 
a fish than a penguin, the former can be placed in a polar statement, while the later 
needs the hedge sort of to not be false. Those are some basic illustrations of Lakoff’s 
(1973) conceptualization of hedges in linguistic properties, which are true or false, to 
some extent. A decade later, Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 85) added that hedges reflect (at 
least) two ways of expressing fuzziness by offering “perhaps the most accurate 
classification of hedges of English to date”, as Crismore and Vande Kopple (1997: 226) 
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emphasize. Prince et al. (1980: 9-10) divide hedges in ‘approximators’ where the 
prepositional information is hedged (e.g. John is some sort of a bad boy) and ‘shields’, 
where the author himself\herself is hedged (e.g. In my opinion, this is a spider). 
Moreover, approximators are subdivided into ‘rounders’, which express quantificational 
approximation of a certain item (e.g. He is around 50 kg) and ‘adaptors’, which modify 
the lexical meaning of an expression (e.g. The house is sort of yellow) (Prince et al. 
1980: 9-10). Shields are divided into ‘attribution shields’ which have the function of 
passing the authorship and responsibility to another person (e.g. X claims that it is 
possible), and ‘plausibility shields’ where the author directly indicates that he\she is not 
fully committed to the truthfulness of the information (e.g. I think this is a hedge). (cf. 
Prince et al. 1980: 11) The same concepts in my study will be discussed in more detail. 
From this discussion, it can be shortly summarized that hedges either indicate the 
writers’ low level of commitment towards the truthfulness of the given information or 
the partial membership of an item in a semantic category. They are numerous linguistic 
devices that protect the reputation of writers and save novice writers from possible 
criticism.  
In another widely influential work on hedges, Brown and Levinson (1987: 145) 
propose that hedges acting as detensifiers and intensifiers present membership of an 
item as only true in some respects or truer than expected. Brown and Levinson (1978; 
1987), dealing with politeness in verbal interactions from a pragmatic perspective, 
present hedges as items conveying negative politeness and avoiding disagreement. Their 
approach had a wide impact in literature. It presents hedges, such as impersonal forms 
(e.g. one believes), hedged performatives (e.g. have to admit, can promise), conditionals 
(e.g. if+then clause complexes), and more as face-saving strategies to avoid possible 
criticism or achieve acceptance. (Brown and Levinson 1978; 1987) Additionally, Brown 
and Levinson (1978: 169-176) show that when hedging, the author is failing to stay with 
one of Grice’s (1975) maxims and portrayed that connection. About two decades later, 
Riekkinen (2009) applied Brown and Levinson’s model to study hedges as polite 
expressions in spoken academic interaction. To see hedges as politeness strategies, it is 
necessary to understand politeness. Politeness is used by an author to either satisfy the 
addressee’s positive or negative facial expression. A positive facial expression indicates 
a positive self-image and a desire that this self-image is approved by others. A negative 
facial expression refers to freedom of action and rights of non-distraction (cf. Brown 
and Levinson 1987: 61-62). “[…] [I]n the case of criticisms, hedging softens the impact 
of the criticism thus making it easier for the addressee to take in” (Riekkinen 2009: 16). 
While the politeness theory is not central to my study, the study by Riekkinen and its 
results are often mentioned in my study. 
Though, many studies have been conducted on hedging devices in academic writing 
(Hyland 1998a; Hinkel 2005; Fraser 2010), there is still not one clear-cut definition or 
taxonomy of these metadiscoursal items. Diani (cf. 2012: 61), even though arguing 
more from an authority perspective, associates the examples I think, I believe and I 
assume to the writer’s commitment and greater responsibility for his/her statements. 
Interestingly, Fraser (cf. 2010: 19-25) and previously discussed authors, Crismore and 
Vande Kopple (cf. 1997: 225), present the same examples as expressions of uncertainty 
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or ‘hedges.’ Fraser additionally refers to them as ‘introductory phrases.’ I understand 
that the main point of Diani stands on the designation of oneself as the author of the 
work, but I would stand on Fraser’s and the others’ side and add that except from some 
literal or other uses, I think functions as a hedge. This leads me to the arguments of 
Clemen (cf. 1997/2010: 6) and Fraser (cf. 2010: 23), namely that hedges represent an 
open functional class and that no linguistic device functions exclusively as a hedge but 
can function as such depending on the context or co-text. This supports my goal of 
qualitatively analyzing every occurence of the selected comment and mood adjuncts 
according to set as well as emerging categories.  
Hyland categorizes hedges into lexical (e.g. epistemic adjectives: possible, likely) or 
non-lexical (comments on limitations of results: […] it is difficult because of the 
difficulty of obtaining suitable […] crystals). (cf. Hyland 1998a: 4) In the present study, 
I mainly focus on lexical hedges and present a partial view of non-lexical hedges, such 
as not possibly (=certainly). A researcher would need to review every page of each 
separate file of the corpus manually, if he or she is to reveal all possible non-lexical 
hedges of that corpus. Therefore, it is not feasible to include non-lexical hedges for my 
corpora of approximately nine million words. These relevant occurrences, such as the 
one by Hyland (cf. 1998a: 94ff), can be analyzed more easily in smaller corpora. 
3.1.2.1. Lexical hedges: Approximators  
Approximators are well-known and useful lexical (and non-lexical) hedges. These 
linguistic devices act as peripherical extensions of hedges and are mainly semantic by 
nature. Approximators are mostly semantic because they have an impact on the 
truthfulness of the propositions by showing levels of non-prototypicality and 
markedness (in Lakoff’s terms) of items or objects into world’s categories. (cf. Hyland 
1998a: 71) They practically show levels of imprecision to allow greater precision in 
explaining reality. By using Zadeh’s (1965) Fuzzy Sets Theory (see subsection 3.1.2), 
Lafuente Millán (cf. 2008: 69) recognizes approximators as having the semantic 
function of making up for missing data, or for numbers that are not entirely clear or 
‘giving the right representation of reality’. Therefore, he labells as hedges only the 
lexemes that Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 11ff) terms as shields, and places approximators in a 
parallel main category with a different pragmatic strength. In a similar manner to 
Hyland (1998a) and Skelton (cf. 1988: 38), he still admits the fact that approximators 
have various common interpersonal (pragmatic) functions as ‘hedges’ (in his 
terminology). (cf. Lafuente Millán 2008: 69) He recognizes the relevance of studying 
the pragmatic functions of approximators, such as directing the audience to a specific 
part of information, emphasizing the importance of specific data or results and hiding 
deficits, which might be a certain limitation or lack of knowledge. (cf. Lafuente Millán 
2008: 77) However, he describes such functions as overlapping and arduous to pinpoint. 
Therefore, the author mostly focuses on the semantic meanings of approximators. From 
a similar perspective to Lafuente Millán, I consider approximators as predominately 
semantic and shields as mainly pragmatic. In her book on vague language, Channell (cf. 
1994: 29) points out that the boundary between semantics and pragmatics is rather 
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hypothetical. In my view, the same could be said for approximators, which work on the 
semantic level, but show pragmatic features as well. ‘Approximative expressions’ had a 
relatively frequent occurrence in all of the investigated disciplines, which Lafuente 
Millán related to their multifunctional nature. (cf. Lafuente Millán 2008: 77) Despite 
several differences between approximators and the more pragmatic shields, I categorize 
both of them as subcategories of hedges, since they both have pragmatic functions. My 
view is indirectly supported by Hyland (2017). His inclusion of about as a hedge shows 
his agreement on ranking approximators as hedges, in contrast to Lafuente Millán. (cf. 
2008: 69) Out of these useful studies, Lafuente Millán’s (2008) has a particular 
influence in my study, especially for defining approximators and presenting five 
approximative meanings (see subsection 3.1.2.1.3). 
It is also interesting to see with which devices do approximators co-occur. This will 
be slightly covered in my analysis. Generally, approximators would co-occur with 
‘round numbers’ such as around 10 rather than detailed forms such as around 9.237, 
even though both ways are possible. (cf. Channell 1994: 70) There are also other ways 
of approximating quantities without using lexical approximators. Authors can, for 
instance, choose between using an exact number (Odessa has a population of one 
million: comment-normally true also if the actual population is 1.002.593), a plural 
number name (tens of thousands, I’ve told him thousands of times), faded numbers (a 
couple of years ago) and other similar ways (Channell 1994: 78-86). However, none of 
these additional ways are investigated in my study. I exclusively focus on (lexical: 
adverbial) hedging approximators. 
In another three-parted categorization following Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 6-20) 
division, Rounds (1982: 17) adds the claim that approximators “weaken the relationship 
between the subject and object or complement”. He conducted an unpublished research 
on abstracts from the Behavioural and Brain Sciences Journal. The author erroneously 
proposes shields such as appears, may and presumably as approximators, and 
hypothesizes that most approximators are either non-existential verbs, adverbs, modals 
or adjectives of quantity “From these calculations it appears that most of the decrease 
[…]” (A3:4) (Rounds 1982: 69-70). On the other side, Hyland (cf. 1998a: 70) points out 
that approximators modify the state expressed by the finite/noun or the process in its 
extent rather than the subject-object relation, for instance. He emphasizes the 
importance of scope in distinguishing shields and approximators by rejecting Rounds’ 
claim on items such as non-existential verbs and modals, which normally have a larger 
scope and mark the writer’s (partial) commitment instead of approximating the 
exactness of the proposition. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 71) In this discussion, it can be seen 
how the distinction in scope provides valuable help in distinguishing between shields 
and approximators. It is obvious that Rounds’ example of an approximator (appears) is 
rather a shield which has a wider scope and modifies “that most of the decrease […]”, 
instead of modifying the subject-object relation or the proposition.  
The studies presented in this subsection gave an accurate view of the definition of 
approximators and how it has changed through the years (compare Channell (1994) with 
Lafuente Millán (2008)). As I previously mentioned, I consider them to be mainly 
semantic and partly pragmatic. However, in contrast to Lafuente Millán (2008), I put 
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them in a subcategory of hedges rather than in a separate parallel category. I also divide 
them intro rounders and adaptors, as it will be shown in the following two paragraphs. 
3.1.2.1.1.  Rounders  
Rounders are important approximative devices which present ‘rounded-off’ 
representations of certain figures (numbers or measurements). They are presented by 
Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 10), who suggest that rounders such as around or circa are not 
only used when exact data is missing, but also when they are irrelevant in that specific 
case. In line with other hedge categories, they overlap with, for example, adaptors. The 
relevance of the context in deciding if the same lexeme is a rounder or adaptor is 
implicitly mentioned by Salager-Meyer (cf. 1994: 169), when she presents the example 
almost 2 hours as a 'rounder', after having previously ranked almost (adverb of quantity) 
as an 'adaptor'.  
Rounders can cluster with other devices in various ways. An interesting point related 
to this aspect is made by Channell (cf. 1994: 68-70), who proposed that some rounders 
can be used in combination and others cannot.  
 
3.1 B: What’s the time now? C: It’s about sevenish or a bit later [B];  
(a) round about (Channell 1994: 68)  
 
3.2 Sam is about approximately six feet tall (Sadock 1977; cited in Channell 1994: 69).  
 
I agree with Channell (cf. 1994: 69) that the first two examples from 3.1 sound more 
natural and show how approximators can cluster together. In line with Sadock (1977; 
cited in Channell 1994: 69), I consider example 3.2 inappropriate, as one of about and 
approximately is redundant and approximately needs exact numbers.  
One point which is worth mentioning is related to my categorization. I generally 
include approximators showing frequency and quantity in the category of rounders. 
Salager-Meyer (cf. 1994: 166) includes usually as a rounder, by indirectly supporting 
my choice of generally ranking such approximators of frequency as rounders, due to 
their focus on measurable entities. More details will be revealed in the subsection 
concerning approximative meanings.  
One particularly interesting rounder is approximately. This lexeme has been given 
considerable attention in early research, which generally focused on its semantics with 
only a few ‘invented’ clause complexes as examples. (cf. Lakoff 1970; Sadock 1977; 
Wachtel 1980; cited in Channell 1994: 50) Approximately is considered grammatical 
only if the author combines it with an exact number or a measurement that denotes an 
exact quantity, instead of being followed, for instance, by the vague lexeme some. (cf. 
Sadock 1977: 436; Channell 1994: 51) Channell makes an interesting comparison of 
expressions containing approximately, which are NOT followed by a number, such as 
approximately pink/rabbit-shaped or approximately parallel/constant. She rules out the 
first combination but accepts the second because it contains precise concepts such as 
parallel. In my data, the ‘symmetrical approximator’ approximately was mainly 
modifying numerical or measurement domains, but in several occurrences also other 
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domains. Sadock (1977) argues that approximately 5.5 tons sounds more accurate than 
approximately five and a half tons. Channell (cf. 1994: 53) adds that this is also true for 
other approximators. Wachtel (1980) explains how the approximation containing 
approximately holds for a certain interval of numbers, where the median or center is the 
actual number that follows approximately. Lakoff (cf. 1972: 222) places decreasing 
degrees (more-less true) to such intervals by mentioning numbers smaller than the 
actual number that follows approximately. Channell finally notes that approximately is 
comparable to other quantity approximators (around, about), but it is used in more 
formal contexts. (cf. Channell 1994: 53) 
3.1.2.1.2. Adaptors 
As previously explained, rounders present ‘rounded off’ representations of various 
figures or domains of measurement. Their resembling devices, adaptors, are concerned 
with lexemes and how to adapt them in a marked way. Adaptors are approximative 
devices used by authors to mark the lexical meaning of an expression (e.g. He was kind 
of lost). (cf. Prince et al. 1980: 9-10) Salager-Meyer’s decision to place quite and 
slightly (which I would generally rank as approximators of limitation, incompleteness) 
as adaptors (cf. Salager-Meyer 1994: 169), justifies my choice of generally categorizing 
approximators of limitation as adaptors. Scholars treat kind of and sort of from various 
perspectives, but they generally acknowledge that these two lexemes mainly function as 
(approximative) hedges. (cf. Holmes 1988; 1990: 197) Sort of was found to have an 
additional affective meaning to reduce social distance and create a positive social 
relationship. (cf. Holmes 1990: 197) While both meanings are more or less frequent 
depending on the type of speech (cf. Holmes 1990: 198), the affective meaning is 
clearly more adaptive to spoken discourse and does not appear in my data. Holmes (cf. 
1990: 198) revealed that sort of was predominantly used in its hedging function by both 
male and female speakers from New Zealand. In the next subsection, an additional 
categorization of adaptors and rounders is provided. 
3.1.2.1.3. Approximative meanings of quantity, frequency, limitation, 
degree and probability 
After having explained the categorization of approximators into rounders and adaptors, 
there is an additional relevant subcategorization of these linguistic devices, which will 
be explicitly linked with the previous ones. It concerns five useful approximative 
meanings, which represent an important level of my framework. In her research on 
hedges in written medical English, Salager-Meyer (cf. 1994: 155) presents a well-
known division of approximators followed by several studies. The author describes 
approximators as "stereotyped "adaptors" as well as "rounders" (see Prince et al. 1980: 
6-13) of quantity, degree, frequency and time (e.g., approximately, roughly, somewhat, 
quite, often, occasionally), which express heed and coyness" (Salager-Meyer 1994: 
155). These four realizations of approximators are a valuable framework, subsequently 
extended and interpreted by Lafuente-Millán (cf. 2008: 79) and in my study. Both 
papers include frequency, quantity and degree. The only difference is between 
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limitation and time. I borrow Lafuente-Millán's (cf. 2008: 79) category of limitation 
rather than Salager-Meyer's (1994: 155) category of 'time'. Unfortunately, I was not able 
to find contextual examples for each realization of frequency, time, quantity and degree 
in Salager-Meyer’s paper. However, she makes an essential connection between 
rounders and adaptors with these four realizations. The further categorizations of 
approximators into frequency, quantity, degree and time as well as their interrelation to 
the higher hierarchies such as Prince et al.'s (cf. 1980: 6-13) rounders and adaptors, 
constitute valid contributions by Salager-Meyer (1994: 155ff).  
As seen in the previous paragraph, Salager-Meyer’s (cf. 1994: 155) original division 
of approximators was adapted by Lafuente Millán (cf. 2008: 79). Lafuente Millán (cf. 
2008: 79) divides approximators into four ‘approximative meaning’ categories: 
approximate quantity (roughly, approximately, about, around, circa, almost -when 
almost antecedes a measurement or numerical domain as in almost 20%-), approximate 
degree (quite, somewhat, somehow, sort of, kind of, almost -when almost appears in 
relation to lexical meanings, adjectives as in almost blue-), approximate frequency 
(occasionally, often, rarely, sometimes, usually, almost -when almost collocates with 
always, never, etc.) and approximate limitation (partly, mostly, predominantly, nearly, 
almost -when almost appears in connection to lexical verbs as in almost cries-). The 
approximators marked in bold represent my additions to Lafuente Millán’s (cf. 2008: 
79) list of examples. During my analysis, I perceived that devices such as probably did 
not fit within any of the four mentioned categories, apart from some particular contexts. 
Therefore, it was necessary to introduce an additional fifth category, namely 
‘probability.’ It includes ‘approximators of probability’ that convey ‘approximative 
probability’ through items such as probably (a shield and approximator), it is probable 
or probable. Extended examples will be displayed in the corresponding qualitative 
analysis subsection (5.1.1.1.3). 
An interdisciplinary comparison is made by Lafuente Millán between his division of 
approximative meanings. Results showed that, for example, frequency was mainly 
employed in Applied Linguistics (soft sciences) and degree was more used in Urology 
and Food Technology (hard sciences). (cf. Lafuente Millán 2008: 79) With a similar 
focus on approximators, Mihatsch (2010: 10) analyzes spoken language to find notable 
unidirectional changes leading from ‘lexical’ approximators (adaptors) to 
‘quantificational’ ones (rounders). This study was explained in subsection 3.1.  It is 
clear that Mihatsch’s lexical approximators refer to adaptors, which usually convey 
approximative meanings of degree and limitation. Moreover, quantificational 
approximators seem to refer to rounders, which normally express approximative 
meanings of quantity and frequency.  
Overall, there was a review of various studies. The ones by Lafuente Millán (2008) 
and Salager-Meyer (1994) were the most influential ones for my study. In the last 
paragraph, my relevant connection of the two main approximator categories (adaptors 
and rounders with the five approximative meanings or approximative subcategories 
(frequency, quantity, degree, limitation and probability) was briefly introduced. 
Contextualized examples will be presented in my qualitative analysis (subsection 
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5.1.1.1.3). After treating all possible aspects related to the approximator category, the 
focus inevitably moves to the other main hedge category, shield. 
3.1.2.2. Lexical hedges: Shields 
Unlike approximators, shields do not affect the truthfulness of the proposition but show 
the writer’s commitment in a marked way by presenting his or her certainty about the 
proposition. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 72) All shields involve different types of projection. 
They typically include a ‘sayer’ (e.g. I, we) and are expressed explicitly (e.g. I believe, it 
is believed (which are also subjective-explicit forms)). However, they can also be 
conveyed circumstantially (according to) as in news reporting and complementarily as 
comments. They may also be experiential. They can extend to different language 
structures such as being group alleged, within a verbal group (e.g. he says) (C. M. I. M. 
Matthiessen, personal communication, December 14, 2018). By mentioning that they 
typically include a sayer, I also mean impersonal ones such as it is believed, where the 
sayer (in this case, a general community) is implicit. As mentioned in subsection 3.1.2, 
shields are generally divided into plausibility shields and attribution shields. Shields 
appear to be the most frequent devices in Salager-Meyer’s (cf. 1994: 159) paper, even 
though they do not significantly differ from approximators. 
There are several usages of the term shields, which may lead to misunderstandings 
of terminology. Therefore, they will be presented in this paragraph. Salager-Meyer (cf. 
1994: 155) presents only Prince et al.'s (cf. 1980: 13-15) plausibility shields and has a 
separate category for devices of personal involvement such as I believe. The forms 
which Salager-Meyer (cf. 1994: 155) divides in two separate categories are two 
different forms of the same category of plausibility shields. It is not made clear how 
epistemic verbs (which she ranked as shields) cannot be ranked as expressions of an 
author's personal involvement (I assume, I believe). In a similar manner to Vande 
Kopple (cf. 2012: 39-40), Salager-Meyer (cf. 1994: 149ff) does not explain the 
difference between the previously mentioned Prince et al.'s (cf. 1980: 6-8) term 'shields' 
and her own 'shields'. Vande Kopple (cf. 2012: 39-40) basically replaces the concept of 
hedges with the term shields (known as a hedge subcategory) and presents Salager-
Meyer's (cf. 1994: 155) category of hedges expressing personal involvement (I believe) 
as markers of explicit evidentiality. Vande Kopple’s (cf. 2012: 39) term shields does not 
appear to include any instances of approximation, which in my opinion, makes it 
narrower to the concept of hedges and equivalent to Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 11-19) 
subcategory of hedges. The author does not establish a connection to Prince et al.’s (cf. 
1980: 11-19) use of the term shield. Salager-Meyer's category of shields covers most of 
the lexemes covered by plausibility shields, while hedges expressing personal 
involvement also belong to the category of plausibility shields. It is obvious that 
different authors in different decades perceived shields in various ways.  
This subsection served as a brief introduction to the main hedge category of shields 
and some discussions of terminology through a few related or alternative studies. The 
two essential categories, plausibility and attribution shields, and my additional shield 
category will be discussed in the next subsections. This is a necessary step towards my 
64 
  
analysis, which will reveal interesting differences between there three categories (in 
comparison to e.g. Salager-Meyer’s (1994) findings). 
3.1.2.2.1. Plausibility shields  
Plausibility shields are probably the shield types which express the connection author-
writing/speaking in the most explicit manner. Plausibility shields can sometimes 
“virtually remove the writer from the responsibility for the assertion” (Hyland 1998a: 
73). Hyland (cf. 1998a: 75-76) remarks that Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6ff) mentions but 
does not present possible various degrees of plausibility or attribution shields. 
Plausibility shields typically include a sayer, which is authorial (e.g. I, we, X author + 
hedging verb) but they can also appear in the form of modal auxiliaries, modal 
adjectives etc. As Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 11-16) show, plausibility shields range from 
fronted bi clausal realizations such as I believe, I think and I guess, to prepositional 
phrases such as in my opinion and from my perspective, adverbials such as probably, 
presumably and apparently and modal auxiliaries such as might and must. As mentioned 
in the previous paragraph, plausibility shields represent one of the five main hedging 
categories presented by Salager-Meyer (cf. 1994: 155), which she simply names shields. 
In her paper, they were the most frequently used category of hedges, despite the small 
difference to approximators.  
Since personal opinions and the way authors show their opinions are relevant 
aspects of academic writing, it is necessary to analyze plausibility shields. It is very 
interesting that this category has been mentioned by almost every author focusing on 
hedges but has not been analyzed in more detail. The same has occurred with attribution 
shields, which lay at the border between evidentiality and modality as it will be shown 
below. 
3.1.2.2.2. Attribution shields 
This subsection includes an introduction to attribution shields (see also subsection 1.1). 
As clarified in subsection 3.1.1, forms such as according to and Federica suggests serve 
to reduce the author’s responsibility towards presented external sources. When authors 
present information or statements from other sources, they can show various degrees of 
commitment towards their truthfulness.  
A possible question that may emerge about attribution shields is: Do they imply 
disagreement towards the information taken from other sources? Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 
16-19) do not connect attribution shields with disagreement or refusal. They claim that 
even though writers may not agree with the source, they still do not want to mention 
things which they believe to be totally false. A more appropriate description would be 
‘partial’ agreement. Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 17-18) refer to Grice’s (cf. 1975: 41ff) 
maxims to further explain attribution shields. They explain that with respect to the 
maxim of quantity, the author would employ attribution shields, such as According to 
Dr. Smith, there was a dramatic response after medication”, not to imply “according to 
Dr. Smith and me”, but rather say “according to Dr. Smith and not necessarily me.” By 
using such attribution shields, the author always shows ‘some’ degree of commitment 
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and respects part one of Grice’s (cf. 1975: 41ff) maxim of quality (“do not say what you 
believe to be false”). Even though the author cannot commit to part two of this maxim 
(“do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence”), he or she can at least follow 
Dr. Smith, who has sufficient evidence to believe his or her claim. From this short 
discussion, it emerges that attribution shields are about how much importance and 
emphasis authors want to give to different external sources. 
While Prince et al. (1980) introduce attribution shields, Hyland (1998a) provides an 
extensive discussion on these devices. Hyland (cf. 1998a: 74) agrees with Prince et al. 
(cf. 1980: 16-18) that attribution shields (Federica suggests) show partial agreement 
rather than full disagreement to a certain source. He presents examples such as it is 
clearly recognised that where the source is not explicit. For the author, such an 
attribution indicates agreement and places current research in a wider academic area to 
prove its validity. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 74) This is a relevant addition, which shows that 
impersonal shields are an in-between point between plausibility and attribution shields. 
Finally, Hyland (cf. 1998a: 76) adds that while some attributions require a wider context 
to reveal the author’s degree of commitment towards source (Elton investigates), others 
clearly show different degrees (Simo suggests, Fetahaj implies or Gjika demonstrates). 
These types of differences are additional reasons for extensively analysing these 
devices. While the topic of impersonal shields was slightly mentioned through the 
example it is clearly recognised that, the next subsection will introduce my concepts, 
impersonal and multiple shields, in more detail. 
3.1.2.2.3. Introducing impersonal shields and multiple shields 
The topic of using impersonal and passive forms is particularly complex. Some authors 
see them as an objective and neutral way of presenting scientific knowledge, while 
others see them as over-tentative devices which do not show authority. The use of the 
‘passive voice’ or passive forms is an impersonalising technique that enables the writer 
to avoid full commitment to his or her preposition, what Rounds (1982: 21) calls 
“minimising the dimension of personal agitation.” Along the same lines, Panajoti (2015: 
185) proposes that “the presence of impersonal forms to refer to or approach one’s study 
should suggest hesitation to commitment.” Other authors agree that using passive forms 
helps avoiding responsibility of acts and foregrounds the passivity of someone or 
something in a certain situation. (cf. Fairclough 1995: 110; Richardson 2006: 57) From 
a different perspective, Lachowitz (1981) claims that the authoritative effect of passive 
forms offers the author a higher responsibility for his or her words (Lachowitz 1981; 
cited in Hyland 1998a: 77). Markkanen and Schröder (1989; 1992; 1997/2010) mention 
the importance of using impersonal forms, certain pronouns (one), passive forms and 
similar agentless constructions to hedge in scientific writing. These aspects belong to 
the wide framework of my study. It needs to be mentioned that there are many possible 
variables influencing the use of passive forms. However, I solely focus on passive 
(impersonal) hedging constructions. Investigating such variables goes beyond the 
purpose of this study. 
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During my analysis of epistemic verbs, it became clear that the categorization by 
Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6-19) does not contain impersonal forms such as it is 
believed/claimed. These forms are different from plausibility shields, such as I 
suggest/believe and show considerable frequencies across my corpora. This requires the 
introduction of a new category, which I named “impersonal shields”. It was not fully 
clear if this linguistic phenomenon should be ranked as a subcategory of attribution 
shields, since the author may protect himself or herself by ‘attributing’ the claim to an 
impersonal external source. However, it is more an additional shield category (parallel 
to attribution and plausibility) rather than an attribution subcategory because it is still 
different in nature from attribution shields, such as according to Kaleo or Kaleo 
suggests. Attribution shields explicitly show the possibly hedged source, while 
impersonal shields are more implicit and purposively vague regarding external sources. 
If Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 11-19) and other researchers recognize a difference between I 
believe (plausibility) and X believes (attribution), there is also an equal difference 
between these two and it is believed. 
Similar to my study, Rounds (1982) suggests a third category of shields consisting 
of impersonal forms. Hyland shows the complexity of this category (table I shows, the 
model implies), since impersonal forms may also be used to conceal the limitations of 
inductive procedures or even to claim authority towards the statement. (Rounds 1982; 
cited in Hyland 1998a: 77) In a different manner, my category of impersonal shields 
excludes cases such as Table 1 shows, the model implies and only includes expressions 
that are clearly tentative, such as it is believed or it is claimed.  
Another phenomenon I discovered during my analysis is multiple shields. With the 
term ‘multiple shields’, I refer to shields which co-occur within a dependency relation 
or clause complex and offer different hedging levels within the same clause complex. It 
could be an attribution-plausibility or attribution-attribution relation. A male PhD 
student from Language and Literature presented the following clause complex:  
 
3.3 Il passaggio di alcuni temi da Vico a Leopardi non avviene direttamente poiché, abbiamo 
detto, Leopardi non sembra conoscere direttamente l’opera di Vico; il passaggio è cer-
tamente mediato da autori diversi; uno di questi è probabilmente Ludovico di Breme, co-
me suggerisce proprio Ungaretti, nel Secondo discorso su Leopardi. (CIAO09MPL_7)  
 
The passage of some themes from Vico to Leopardi does not occur directly because, as we 
have said, Leopardi does not seem to directly know the work of Vico; the passage is cer-
tainly mediated by various authors; one of them is probably Ludovico di Breme, as Unga-
retti himself suggests, in the second argument on Leopardi. (my translation)  
 
This is an example including a multiple shield, where various plausibility shields (does 
not seem, probably) and attribution shields (Leopardi does not seem, probably Ludovico 
di Breme, as Ungaretti himself suggests) are interconnected by hedging different parts 
of the same clause complex. This and other examples from my corpora will be treated in 
more detail in subsection 5.1.1.2.3.  
What is striking here is how the writer of this ‘unusual’ clause complex shows a lack 
of commitment to the action of one author (Leopardi), and a stronger commitment to 
the information provided by another author (Ungaretti). Even though the information 
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given by Ungaretti is only assumptive, shown also by the use of suggests, probably, the 
use of himself following Ungaretti is an attempt to add credibility and worthiness to this 
author and source.   
The purpose of this subsection was to introduce impersonal shields, which are 
scrutinized during my qualitative and quantitative analysis. Moreover, it gave a brief 
introduction to the interesting hedging phenomenon of multiple shields, which is not 
present in previous literature on shields. I used the word ‘hedging’ because from my 
perspective, multiple shields belong to the wider hedging frame (rather than hedges), 
since they can cover different parts of the same clause, clause complex or even 
paragraph. As I mainly focus on hedges (rather than hedging), I limit myself to the 
detection and introduction of this phenomenon through some examples from my 
corpora (see subsection 5.1.1.2.3). Multiple shields are worth exploring more in-depth 
in future research. 
3.1.3. The infinite category of hedges that lead to constant scientific 
debates 
Despite the number of studies focusing on various aspects of hedges in the last decades, 
“we still know little about how it functions, or is typically realized, in specific academic 
domains” (Hyland 1998b: 349). Hu and Cao (2016: 2797) point out that “[d]espite the 
substantial number of empirical investigations into hedges and boosters as 
metadiscursive resources in academic writing, there are several issues that merit further 
research.”  While Hu and Cao (2016: 2797) refer to the large number of studies from a 
metadiscourse perspective, they further mention a specific gap in the literature regarding 
the attribution of cultural and disciplinary influences to the differences in the use of 
hedges and boosters. The quotes by the authors mentioned in this subsection show the 
broadness of the concept of hedges, and the need for further analysis of data from 
several decades. Fraser (cf. 2010: 26-28) argues that hedging is related to several 
discursive effects, such as vagueness, evasion (perlocutionary, a failure of meeting 
audience’s expectations on information). By describing hedges as an “open class”, 
Fraser adds that:  
In fact, an expression is usually only recognized as a hedge when it is used in hedging. 
Thus, it should not be surprising that there is no grammatical class of hedges, since 
hedging devices are drawn from every syntactic category. […] almost any linguistic 
item or expression can be interpreted as a hedge. […] no linguistic items are inherently 
hedges but can acquire this quality depending on the communicative context or the co-
text. This also means that no clear-cut lists of hedging expressions are possible (Fraser 
2010: 23). 
The contextual and indefinite criteria for inclusion are two of the main features of 
hedges, which have led to major discussions in Linguistics, culminating with the 
debates between Salager-Meyer and Crompton in the 1998 volume of English for 
Specific Purposes. In addition, Fraser offers a large list of the sub-classifications and 
terms used for hedges, “adaptors, agent avoiders, approximators, attenuators, attribution 
shields, bushes, committers, compromisers, consultative devices, deintensifiers, 
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diffusers, diminishers, down-toners, forewarners, indicator of degrees of reliability, 
minimizers, mitigators, plausibility shields, play-downs, politeness markers, scope-
staters, understaters, validity markers, vocal hesitators, weakeners, etc.” (Fraser 2010: 
22). This long list demonstrates that there is terminological disarray on hedges and their 
subcategories. While a variety of terms for hedges and their subcategories have been 
suggested, this study includes the terms first proposed by Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6-19), 
who divides them into shields, approximators and following subcategories. 
The following statement sums up the difficulty of defining and studying hedges. 
Hedges are polysemenous by nature because they show (Hyland 1998a: 157): 
-A lack of constant and qualitatively different semantic categories 
-A lack of constant syntactic borders between categories 
-A qualitative resemblance of features which permits intermediate ranking  
 
Hedges are also polypragmatic in the sense that it is not possible to exclusively assign a 
specific meaning to a certain linguistic form. In Hyland’s study of hedges in RAs, the 
interpretations of specialists differed for the same lexeme and context. (cf. Hyland 
1998a: 157) 
There is a lack of clear criteria, definition, classification or a list of hedges, and often 
researchers disagree on which items are included as hedges. Hedges are shaped by the 
context, situation, the writer’s intention and the audience’s level of knowledge. Through 
a broad functional view on hedges used in scientific texts, Clemen (1997/2010) includes 
certain personal pronouns, as well as parenthetic constructions, passives, impersonal 
language and negation (negative polarity, in Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) 
terminology) as hedges. In a similar manner, Markkanen and Schröder (1997/2010) 
include impersonal uses, passive constructions and other agentless constructions next to 
modals, adverbs etc. as hedging devices. However, as they note, it is difficult to adopt 
this view of “hiding the authors’ attitude”, as every item can function as a hedge 
depending on the context. Both of these studies support my choice of including 
impersonal and passive forms, negative polarity and parenthetic constructions as being 
part of hedging. 
By mainly concentrating on spoken hedging, Fraser (cf. 2010: 15ff) reveals 
additional hedge types, such as tag questions, negation, if clauses, parenthetic 
constructions, hypothetical past, progressive forms, agentless passives, tentative 
inference, metalinguistic comments and introductory phrases. Even body language, such 
as a shrug of the head, can be hedging. While not each type is related to academic 
writing, negative polarity (referred to as negation) forms, parenthetic constructions, 
introductory phrases, hypothetical past forms and passive forms are included in my 
study. They were considered as interesting and expected to be frequent in academic 
writing. 
Table 5 below reveals more examples from Fraser’s (cf. 2010: 23-24) paper. It is 
particularly relevant for my purposes, since I have considered the indicated categories 
and examples as hedges. However, I only use for my analysis the examples of 
introductory phrases, modal adverbs and verbs in bold from Fraser (cf. 2010: 23-24). 
The other categories are part of my additional clustering scheme. Hedged performatives, 
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for instance, introduced by Fraser (1975), imply the idea that performatives can be 
hedged by modals such as I can promise you that (Kaltenböck et al. 2010: 4). In my 
corpus, performatives such as suggest are also modified by other hedges, for instance 
this probably suggests… A concrete example, where the hedge may modifies the 
performative (and hedging) verb suggest is: His name may suggest that he is the 
captain of his own destiny and it is only him who can and decide his present and future. 
(CARE12MPL_33) 
 
impersonal 
pronouns 
introductory 
phrases 
modal ad-
verbs 
epistemic 
verbs 
hedged  
performatives 
one, it in my opinion, 
I believe 
possibly,  
probably 
to seem,  
to believe,  
to suggest 
must+ask  
One can imag-
ine that  
I believe that 
we should go 
I can possibly 
do that  
It seems that I must ask you 
(I ask you) 
Table 5: A part of Fraser’s (2010: 23-24) classification of hedge types with examples. 
 
As shown in the previous paragraphs, the research area of hedges is broad and 
interdisciplinary. This paragraph shows how hedges are treated in various areas of 
linguistic research. Some of the authors are similarly mentioned in the paper by 
Schröder and Zimmer (1997/2010). The first and foremost research domain relevant for 
this study is academic writing. In the last decades, there has been an increase of studies 
partly or exclusively treating hedges within expert and non-expert academic writing 
(Adams Smith 1984; Beyer 2015; Hu and Cao 2011; Dontcheva-Navratilova 2016; 
Duruk 2017; Haufiku and Kangira 2018; Hyland 1998a; 2006; Mu et al. 2015; Ozdemir 
and Longo 2014; Salager-Meyer 1994; Varttala 2001; Yagiz and Demir 2014; inter 
alia). In pragmatics, hedges are treated as devices of communication and interaction 
strategies for purposes of mitigating, expressing politeness or indirectness. For Clemen 
(1997/2010), hedges have the pragmatic functions of mitigation, politeness, vagueness, 
indirectness (impersonal shields) and understatement. Many researchers treated hedges 
as expressions of vagueness (Blum-Kulka 1982; Channell 1980; 1990; 1994; Günther 
1992; Lakoff 1992; Sadock 1977). Others treated hedges as mitigation devices (see 
Dheskali 2017; Flowerdew 1991; Fraser 1980; Henkel 1983; Kreutz 1997/2010; Labov 
1973; and Namasaraev 1997/2010). Apart from pragmatics, many scholars adopted a 
semantic perspective on hedges (Channell 1980; Dheskali 2017; Günther 1992; Lakoff 
1982, 1986, 1987; Lafuente Millán 2008; Lakoff 1987; Lee 1987; Zadeh 1972; Wachtel 
1980; and Weinreich 1966). A similar broad circle of academics treated hedges from a 
rhetoric and stylistic perspective (Crismore, Markkanen and Steffensen 1993; Crismore 
and Vande Kopple 1990a; 1990b). More recently, a substantial number of researchers 
have either partially or exclusively treated hedges from a metadiscoursal perspective 
(Hyland 2005; 2015; 2017; Lee and Deakin 2016; Mu et al. 2015; Shokouhi and 
Baghsiahi 2009; Vande Kopple 2012; Yeganeh, Heravi and Sawari 2015; and others). 
Others have investigated hedges within the context of academic communication 
(Channell 1990; Clyne 1991; Friginal, Lee, Polat and Robertson 2017; Grabe and 
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Kaplan 1997/2010; Mauranen 1997/2010; Meyer 1997/2010; Yuliarti and Warsono 
2016). Fewer studies on hedges were conducted in the field of logics (see Drösser 1994; 
Lakoff 1972, 1973; and Zadeh 1965). Yet hedges can also be seen as elements related to 
the speech act theory as investigated by Chen (1993), Holmes (1984), Meyer 
(1997/2010) and others. From a different point of view, Henkel (1983), Kaltenböck 
(2010), Lee (1987), Mihatsch (2010), Nikula (1997/2010), Pietrandrea (2007) and 
others analyzed hedges as devices used in conversation and general spoken discourse. 
Lastly, it is important to mention the broad field of discourse-oriented views on hedges 
led by Biber (1988), Fraser (1990), Markkanen and Schröder (1997/2010), Rounds 
(1982), and many others. Considering discourse analysis, Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6ff) 
made their own categorization of hedges. Hedges can be found in many other scientific 
areas not related to pragmatics or linguistics. It is important to note that this was a very 
short summary of the numerous research domains where hedges are included. (cf. 
Schröder and Zimmer 1997/2010) From all these possible areas where hedging falls, I 
concentrate on pragmatics, semantics and partly grammar. A richer variety of sources or 
studies and a more accurate distinction (e.g. between studies focusing on different 
academic writing genres) will be provided throughout the following subsections of the 
literature review. 
As mentioned in the title, these numerous research areas, terms and functions related 
to hedges, have led to different interpretations and a constant debate on the definition of 
hedges. ‘Hedge’ is a term frequently used in literature, but to date there is no consensus 
about what hedges are. The disagreement of linguists on the concept ‘hedge’ is best 
represented by the scientific debate by Salager-Meyer (1998) and Crompton (1998) in 
the 17th volume of English for Specific Purposes. Regarding author’s commitment’, 
Crompton (1998: 309) comments that Prince et al.'s (1980) remark “that 'the speaker's 
own degree of commitment' is 'only indirectly inferable' has been made only about 
reported propositions (attribution shields) and not, as Salager-Meyer (1998) implies, 
about all hedges”. By contrasting marked and unmarked commitment, Crompton argues 
that there is no unmarked version (as it should, according to his test) of the possibly 
marked hedges (attribution shields) such as Smith suggests. Therefore, he does not 
classify bi-clausals as hedges. My distinction of the hedge Smith suggests and the 
‘ideational’ versions Smith says and Smith declares, proves that such an ‘unmarked’ 
version exists.  
Additionally, Varttala (cf. 2001: 11ff) and Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6ff) show two 
different views and ways of studying hedges. Varttala (cf. 2001: 11-12) aligns himself 
with the critics of Prince et al.’s categorization of hedges into shields and approximators 
because of the similar underlying pragmatic principles motivating both uses. He 
mentions the relevance of the context and the difficulty of such a division to be actually 
applied. I agree that the context influences the nature of the categorization, as my study 
also demonstrates. Approximators clearly have a different semantic function than 
shields, which are pragmatic and have a much wider span. By mentioning this, I do not 
deny the additional pragmatic functions of approximators, which are very difficult to 
establish. I do, however, believe that with the necessary modifications, Prince et al.’s 
(cf. 1980: 6-19) categorization can be very useful.  
71 
 
The criteria of exclusion and inclusion of hedges and boosters is underrepresented in 
studies on hedges and boosters, and the reviewed researchers, often did not make them 
explicit. This makes it complicated to see in which cases, lexemes are ranked as hedges 
or boosters and in which cases they are not. The comparison between my study and 
Hyland’s (2005) study reveals interesting differences regarding this aspect. While 
Hyland (cf. 2005: 221-224) includes approximators such as about, almost and 
approximately, he does not mention their boosting counterparts such as completely and 
entirely. Equally to my study, he includes in my opinion, from my/our perspective and in 
my view as hedges, which have, for instance, been found to act mainly as evidentials by 
Pietrandrea (cf. 2007: 52-55). I, however, take a different stance from Hyland (2005), 
who included subjective explicit expressions like believe and think as boosters. These 
appear to be related to the author’s judgement rather than expressing full commitment 
and/or being related to evidence and facts. Therefore, they are included as hedges in my 
study. Hyland’s inclusion of the item unlikely as a hedge supports my choice of 
including transferred or direct negatives (I don’t believe/ I believe…not) as hedges, even 
though his example is an adverb and mine are bi-clausals. As it can be seen, the 
inclusion criteria of Hyland (2005) and me are similar for some lexemes, but they are 
different for others. It is outstanding how ‘hedge’ is a commonly used notion in 
Linguistics, and yet is a concept difficult to define precisely. 
3.2. The definition of boosters 
For a study on modalization, modulation and intensity (degree), it is relevant to 
investigate both hedges and boosters. Only this way, the provision of a complete picture 
of such intermediate assessments is ensured. This subsection aims at defining boosters, 
presenting the very few studies focusing solely on these concepts and showing various 
related variables such as disciplinary domain, internal text features etc.  
As shown in the introduction, boosters (certainly, this is a fact) are culture-specific 
devices that express the writer’s full commitment towards the reliability or truthfulness 
of the propositional information. (cf. Schmied 2018: 9) Hyland (2017: 20) notes that 
boosters or certainty markers such as it is clear, definitely and surely “[e]mphasize force 
or writer's certainty in proposition.” In the same vein, Holmes (cf. 1982: 18-20) refers to 
boosters as lexical elements that every writer can employ to convey the idea of self-
confidence regarding their statements. They consolidate the illocutionary force of the 
authors’ claims, in contrast to weakening 'downtoners' (Holmes’ term for hedges). 
Along the same lines, Diani (cf. 2012: 60) presents the examples of certainly, of course, 
clearly and it is clear as items that reviewers use to persuade their readers by means of 
the reviewers’ belief in the logical strength of their argument. Within the same context 
of Italian researchers, Bondi (cf. 2008: 32) declares that emphatics (Crismore’s (1989) 
term for boosters) are mostly adverbs or adverbials which ensure an increased authority 
or vigor to the arguments. Boosters appear to provide certainty and truthfulness of a 
writer's claims, as long as they are accompanied by necessary evidence.  
Beyond showing certainty and strengthening the proposition, boosters also appear to 
be engaging and interpersonal. Boosters, together with hedges, are also seen as 
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engagement and stance elements (see Lee and Deakin 2016: 22) I agree that one 
function of boosters and hedges is engaging with the readers. It is clear that they 
function within the interpersonal level and that explains why they help authors to also 
engage with their readers. By expressing confidence, boosters can persuade the readers 
on the factuality of a certain statement or text. Hyland (cf. 1998b: 353) supports this 
idea by clarifying that although boosters’ expression of confidence can leave little space 
for the reader’s personal conclusions, it also offers authors a means of interaction with 
their audience and establish interpersonal agreement. However, my aim is to categorize 
and investigate grammatical and author-related features of hedges and boosters.  
Despite the scientific relevance of boosters, there is obviously a higher amount of 
research on hedges than boosters, particularly in academic writing (see e.g. Hyland 
1998b: 352-353; Bondi 2008). Bondi (cf. 2008: 32) underlines the widely accepted 
necessity for a more in-depth analysis of the pragmatic and semantic features of 
emphatics (cf. Hyland 2000a, 2000b; Biber et. al. 1999; Conrad and Biber 2000; Precht 
2003; cited in Bondi 2008: 33). In the same year, Lafuente Millán similarly declares that 
boosters “have not received nearly as much attention as hedges” (Lafuente Millán 2008: 
70). Akbas and Hardman (cf. 2018: 835) raise a similar issue by pointing out the limited 
number of studies with a focus on boosters.  
The disciplinary domains and internal characteristics of texts also play an important 
role in the types of boosters used and their corresponding functions. The internal 
characteristics of texts, undoubtedly and invariably, followed by significantly (which is 
less polarized) appear in contrastive and analogy contexts, such as significantly larger. 
(cf. Bondi 2008: 41) These forms can be equally interrelated to exposition contexts 
(relate, associate) and change-effect processes (influence, increase). In Bondi’s study, 
undoubtedly only functions in change processes while invariably is more oriented 
towards exposition. (cf. Bondi 2008: 44-45) Moreover, various disciplines may show 
different focuses reflected in their uses of boosters. In Economics, it would rely on a 
simplification of reality with a focus on statistical significance (significantly) and a 
process of abstraction (typically). In History, the focus would be on displaying 
frequency and gathering of factual data (inevitably, usually, thoroughly, invariably). (cf. 
Bondi 2008: 38) 
The following table presents the various functions or ‘parameters of evaluation’, as 
Bondi calls them, expressed by boosters such as ‘certainty’ (certainly, undoubtedly), 
‘importance’ (significantly) and ‘expectedness’ (invariably). It also shows the results 
from these lexemes (only their instances that modify adjectives or adverbs) in the 
disciplinary domains of Economics and History. The results show that undoubtedly 
reaches a considerable percentage in modifying adjectives or adverbs in History, and 
less than half (only 6.5%) in Economics. Certainly shows more similar quantities in 
both disciplinary domains, while significantly is found as a modifier of adjectives and 
adverbs in Economics over three times the amount (the highest score) as in History. All 
in all, these findings show Bondi’s consideration of the aspect of booster’s positioning, 
which is one of the main aspects of my study. The findings also provide a better 
understanding of the functions of the mentioned boosting adverbs, show the low - 
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medium frequency in use of these forms in the mentioned position and the relevance of 
disciplinary domains in the emerging variation.  
 
 
Table 6: Adverbial boosters modifying adjectives or adverbs in two different discipli-
nary domains (Bondi 2008: 39). 
 
From another point of view, Bondi (2008) takes an interesting stance on boosters and 
the way they modify parts of the clause complex such as adverbs, adjectives or the 
whole clause complex. This shows the relevance of scope or dependency.  
Boosters may show different and overlapping meanings and functions, which may 
often make it difficult to rank them. In a similar manner to hedges, boosters interweave 
both ideational and interpersonal meanings. (cf. Bondi 2008: 32) Previous studies (see 
Hyland 1998a: ix; Bondi 2008: 34) have also proven that the affective and epistemic 
function of hedges and boosters often overlap, allowing no place for a clear-cut division 
of these categories. During my analysis, the booster significantly usually conveyed 
either a ‘significant manner’ or a ‘statistically significant’ entity, but sometimes it was 
related to ‘meaningfulness (and feelings).’ These different meanings were often 
overlapping. Bondi (cf. 2008: 37) considered the category of ‘statistical significance’ 
which I used for significantly. According to her, ‘statistical significance’ is actually 
based on ‘expectedness’, but it appears to blur the difference between the evaluative 
parameters of ‘significance’ and ‘expectedness.’ 
As expected, a lexeme can be a booster or not, depending on the context. Serholt 
(2012: 9) discusses the contextual variation of certain that is expressed in the two 
following examples (3.4 and 3.5).  
 
3.4 It is certain that there is no difference between A and C.  
3.5 Certain items were analyzed.  
 
While certain in example a) functions as a booster, the same lexeme in example b) 
appears as an adjective that specifies which items were analyzed. Similar differences 
can be observed in most items functioning as boosters, thus signaling the relevance of 
conducting a contextual analysis. (cf. Serholt, 2012: 9) 
To make the matter even more complex, Hyland (cf. 2017: 18) provides examples 
on how the same lexemes can fall into both categories, namely hedges and boosters. 
Quite functions as a hedge (quite well) and at the same time as a booster (quite 
extraordinary). In the same vein, I placed the same lexeme as booster (certainly) and 
hedge (not certainly, which equals possibly). In addition, he offers three functions of the 
objective explicit form it is possible: hedging a proposition, drawing an assumption 
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which conveys the author’s attitude (it is possible that he was her brother) and reference 
to the likelihood of something in the actual world (it is possible to graduate at the 
University of Chemnitz). (cf. Hyland 2017: 18) Collectively, the previously mentioned 
studies outline the difficulty of analyzing boosters in context, comparable to hedges. 
In academic writing, there is usually a more frequent usage of hedges than boosters. 
(cf. Schmied 2018: 9) From my research, there were very few studies focusing 
exclusively on boosters. This subsection provides an overview of the studies I found. 
Vázquez and Giner (2009: 219) suggest that hedges and boosters are “two sides of the 
same coin”, and that “boosting deserves particular attention if we want to fully interpret 
the phenomenon of academic persuasion”. Theirs is one of the few studies that focuses 
exclusively on boosters, particularly as a phenomenon acting on the interpersonal and 
ideational levels to achieve aims of objectivity and persuasion. (cf. Vázquez and Giner 
2009: 219) For that purpose, the authors qualitatively and quantitatively compare their 
use in English RAs from contrastive disciplines, such as Mechanical Engineering and 
Marketing and Biology, which stands ‘in between’ this hard vs. soft science contrast. 
(cf. Vázquez and Giner 2009: 220-225) This aspect of their study will be treated in 
detail in the subsection 3.6.4.  
From a qualitative perspective, Vázquez and Giner (2009: 229) provide boosting 
functions with useful examples as such (3.6) from Marketing:  
 
3.6 Time has substantiated that this is not a fad and it certainly was not anticipated prior to 
the advent of Cigar Aficionado magazine. (Latour, 2003: 13)  
 
Vázquez and Giner suggest that here, the writer has the aim of convincing “the audience 
of the truth of the statement […] [and] blocking any other viewpoints” (Vázquez and 
Giner 2009: 229). The authors show an example (3.7) where according to them, the 
booster must is used to reaffirm the writer’s uncertainty (regarding results).  
 
3.7 The CCSR/NIES results are somewhat smaller for the future, as indicated above, and in 
addition to the large errors these results suggest that extrapolation of the current observed 
trends to the future must remain uncertain. (Austin et al., 2003:17) (Vázquez and Giner 
2009: 233).  
 
It is an arguable interpretation because it infers that boosters are also used to strengthen 
tentativeness and uncertainty, which seems quite different from emphasizing conviction 
and self-confidence. While the authors only focus on the booster must, I emphasize all 
hedges within the clause complex (3.7), which in its whole is extremely tentative and 
covered by the hedging phenomenon. Various parts of the clause complex and its 
meaning fall into the category of what Hyland (cf. 1998a: 143-145) refers to as non-
lexical hedging (and lexical hedging), and more particularly writers presenting a lack of 
data/methodology. These features affect the use of must, since it functions within the 
span of suggest. This shows how this and similar papers which focus exclusively on 
either hedges or boosters might lack a complete picture of what Vázquez and Giner 
(2009: 219) themselves call “two sides of the same coin”. Moreover, the authors show 
an example from the paper of Austin et al., which is written by 13 authors from many 
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different countries (Canada, Italy, Japan, UK, Switzerland, USA and Germany) and thus 
three different continents (North America, Asia and Europe). I am convinced that there 
are author-, (academic) culture- and gender-related issues in the selection and analysis 
of such a paper. In simple terms, researchers cannot normally know who wrote which 
part of the paper or the effect of the respective academic culture, background and 
gender of the person who wrote it. Moreover, Vázquez and Giner (cf. 2009: 233) 
present the paper by Austin et al. (2003) as a paper from Biology, but it is from 
Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics. Even though the definition of various disciplines 
can be problematic (cf. Bondi 2008: 52), the selection criteria of the RA disciplines, 
authors or their background could have been made clear by Vázquez and Giner (2009). 
Overall, it is a useful qualitative and quantitative contribution, which leads to a better 
understanding of the non-widely researched linguistic devices of boosters. It adds useful 
literature and good discussions to this underexplored area of research, and differences in 
the usage of boosters across disciplines. 
In conclusion, boosters are a very broad category, comparable to hedges. They show 
similar overlaps with hedges and many interesting differences depending on disciplinary 
domains, internal features of texts etc. Since they are underexplored in previous 
literature, it is essential to include them and their major subcategories, intensifiers and 
emphasizers. 
3.2.1. Lexical boosters: Intensifiers 
One relevant feature of boosters is the conveyance of the degree of a certain lexeme or a 
large part of the text. Such boosters are categorized as intensifiers. They will be 
introduced in this subsection together with some studies focusing on them. The term 
intensifiers was introduced by Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, and Svartvik (1985). 
Intensifiers stand for degree adverbs that either indicate degrees on a scale while 
modifying gradable objectives (extremely cautious) or show the endpoint of a certain 
scale (totally different). (cf. Bondi 2008: 39) They usually have a narrow scope (cf. 
Bondi 2008: 39) and are predominately semantic. However, they may also contain 
pragmatic features, as my study aims to show. Grabe and Kaplan (1997/2010) present 
functions of emphatics (or boosters) as close exactness of a certain measurement 
(completely). In SFG, intensifiers are included in the category of adjuncts of intensity, 
where they show total degree (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 189). This implies 
that intensifiers and adjuncts of intensity are similar terms, but not the same. The former 
relates to proposition-related boosters (my term) and the later is an umberella term for 
all lexemes that show high (almost) and total (totally, completely) values and intensity 
(degree). These aspects will be discussed in more detail in subsection 3.9.6.3.1. One 
study that focuses on intensifiers and their functions within an Italian and German 
context is the one by Benso (2000). The author compares native and non-native use with 
the help of a corpus analysis in her thesis on adjective intensification. She found that 
Italian students overuse adjective intensification quantitatively, but usually went back to 
a restricted set of items such as ‘-ly delexicalized scalar intensifiers’ (e.g. totally, 
perfectly) and ‘general purpose intensifiers’ containing a high level of delexicalization 
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(e.g. very). This work is worth mentioning because intensifiers such as totally/entirely 
belong to my analysis. In a similar manner as German students, Italians did not present 
a wide variety of intensifiers as much as native speakers did and their mother tongue 
transfer possibly influenced their infraction of collocational restrictions (e.g. much 
easy). 
The discussion above showed some of the main features of intensifiers, the few 
studies focusing on them and their differences to the concept of intensity adjuncts. As 
previously mentioned, intensifiers or propositional boosters appear to be equivalent 
semantic (and pragmatic) devices to approximators. This becomes obvious from the 
discussion above, which reveals aspects of intensifiers such as showing grades or the 
endpoint of a certain scale. The same aspects are shown by approximators, which deal 
with lower grades of a certain scale. They both convey degree. The ranking of Halliday 
and Matthiessen (2014: 189) of the total (entirely), high (quite) and low (hardly) 
degrees of intensifying adjuncts proves this similarity. This is also supported by Hyland 
(1998a: 135-139), who presents examples of what he calls (intensifying) adjuncts or 
downtowners that include compromisers, such as quite; rather, pretty. Within 
intermediate levels, the focus will shift from the semantic elements named intensifiers 
to the more complex and pragmatic elements named emphasizers. 
3.2.2. Lexical boosters: Emphasizers 
As authors of academic texts, we interact with our audiences and allow space for 
possible discussions. We also direct the audience by emphasizing the strongest points of 
our analysis in terms of evidence or accepted knowledge. These are some of the reasons 
why we make use of (author-related) emphasizers. Emphasizers such as certainly and 
definitely strengthen the illocutionary force of the proposition. (cf. Bondi 2008: 39) 
Emphasizers are introduced by Quirk et al. (1985). Grabe and Kaplan (1997/2010) 
present functions of emphatics (obviously, surely) such as conveying a high degree of 
authorial commitment. Emphatics emphasize the given information through extreme or 
unusual descriptors or commentaries and through evaluation forms that allow no space 
for qualification. (cf. Grabe and Kaplan 1997/2010: 160) These functions are in line 
with the ones of emphasizers as shown in my analysis. Emphasizers have a usually 
broad scope. They are predominately pragmatic but can also show semantic features. 
A study focusing on scope would require the division of boosters into emphasizers 
and intensifiers. (cf. Bondi 2008: 39) They noticeably differ in scope, since the scope of 
emphasizers covers the whole clause or clause complex, while intensifiers have a 
generally narrower scope. However, their functions may overlap when, for instance, an 
emphasizer modifies a gradable predicate (Quirk et al. 1985; Bondi 2008: 39). This 
distinction presented by Quirk et al. (1985) and complemented by Bondi (2008) is very 
relevant for my study. Its relevance derives from the fact that it similarly covers both 
author-related boosters (or emphasizers) and proposition-related boosters (or 
intensifiers).  
Through a brief review of a few useful studies, this subsection showed the main 
features of emphasizers such as strengthening the illocutionary force of the proposition 
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and having a large scope. While intensifiers are comparable to approximators, 
emphasizers are comparable to shields because of their pragmatic features and their 
large scope. This inevitably leads to a unified view on hedges and boosters as shown in 
the next subsection. 
3.3. A unified view on hedges and boosters 
How writers purposively appear tentative or show strength in a balanced manner is the 
core of skillful academic writing. While tentativeness is obviously related to hedges, 
strength and full commitment are conveyed through boosters. As I previously 
mentioned (see subsection 1.3), the two are very closely interrelated due to their equal 
conveyance of attitude and commitment. Therefore, a study with a unified view that 
focuses on both devices is required. There will be a discussion on the similarities of 
both concepts, previous studies with a ‘unified view’ and the presence of both terms 
(hedges and boosters) in Albanian (and Italian). The following quote presents this view: 
Hedges and boosters convey the author's epistemic attitude towards the proposition and 
they are employed to either heighten [boosters] or downplay [hedges] their commit-
ment to the proposition, its scope of applicability or its relevance (Hu and Cao 2011; 
Hyland 2005; McGrath and Kuteeva, 2012; cited in Mu et al. 2015: 138). 
In a unified view on hedges and boosters, Holmes (1982; 1983; 1990: 185) refers to 
hedges and intensifiers as similar ‘pragmatic particles,’ “which may be used to convey 
epistemic modality or degrees of certainty about a proposition.” Hyland labels hedges 
and boosters as ‘interactional resources’ (see subsection 3.1) which aim at involving the 
reader in a discussion. (cf. Hyland 2005; 2017: 20) He places hedges on the same level 
with boosters. However, Hyland does not include boosters such as completely and 
totally, which create a scale with intensifiers close to the top and approximators close to 
the bottom of it. This discussion shows a similarity between the two concepts, which 
equally convey intermediate levels of polarity and are interpersonal. They both stand 
between the ‘yes’ and ‘no.’ The only difference is that boosters appear closer to the 
‘yes’ and ‘no’ whereas hedges are more central and close to ‘maybe’, ‘almost’ and 
‘sometimes.’  
There are many studies that exclusively focus on hedges, yet not so many studies 
assess the occurrence of both, hedges and boosters. Grabe and Kaplan (cf. 1997/2010) 
analyze hedging (divided into verbal and non-verbal hedging), emphatics (boosters) and 
evidentials in a corpus of 50 scientific texts (professional and popular natural science, 
opinion pieces from newspapers, fiction narratives and business reports). They 
discovered the highest frequency (22.81) of boosters in business reports and the lowest 
one (6.51) in popular science. As for hedges, they scored generally higher than boosters, 
showing the highest amount (58.29) in opinion pieces (editorials) and the lowest (20.77) 
in narratives. I consider this study as a valuable contribution, which shows the 
importance of considering both hedges and boosters. However, it is unclear why the 
authors offer the division between modals and hedges in the title of their fourth table. 
This leads us to think that modals are not part of epistemic modality. (cf. Grabe and 
Kaplan 1997/2010: 164) They include several hedging and non-hedging modals, but 
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their comparison of results with previous studies does not seem enough to justify this 
division. Their inclusion of lexemes such as evident that, is capable of and 
consideration of in their list of hedges (cf. Grabe and Kaplan 1997/2010: 162) leaves 
space for discussion. Some in-context examples of these lexemes would have given a 
better insight into their functions. 
Hyland (cf. 1998b: 350) discusses both hedges and boosters in his analysis of 
academic articles from various disciplines. He notes that hedges and boosters can co-
occur to establish different rhetorical effects. They show a clear difference between 
“what propositions the writers consider to be established knowledge, and what they 
regard as more contentious” (Hyland 1998b: 350). Hyland offers examples where he 
clearly displays the authors’ epistemic moves between what is safely accepted and the 
novelty of tentative conclusions. These examples will be presented in the following 
subsection 3.4. More recently, Mu et al. (cf. 2015: 137) include both hedges and 
boosters in their comparative study on the use of metadiscoursal features in Chinese and 
English RAs in Applied Linguistics. The study will be presented in detail in the 
subsection of L1-L2 comparisons (3.6.2). These studies provide a unified theoretical 
perspective on hedges and boosters and show some of their similarities and differences. 
In the following paragraphs, both concepts will be seen in relation to Albanian and the 
Albanian academic context. Some useful suggestions regarding new terms for hedges 
and boosters in Albanian will be presented as well. 
In Albanian, there are no scientific terms referring to hedges and boosters apart from 
the briefly discussed term for hedges “pjesëza të dyshimit” (elements/small pieces of 
doubt) in the “Grammar of the Albanian Language” (Agalliu et al. 2002: 316-317). This 
term does not appear to be accurate or appropriate because of the negative connotation it 
gives to hedges; they do not only show doubt as the term implies, but also strategic 
modesty, negotiation of knowledge, etc. The search for both terms in Italian was also 
not satisfactory. The closest term to boosters appeared to be ‘amplificatore’ (amplifier), 
which rather refers to ‘audio’ amplifiers. In German, for instance, there are several 
terms such as ‘Heckenausdruck’ and ‘sprachliche Hecken’ but none of them is judged to 
be satisfactory (see Clemen (1997/2010). 
For hedges in Albanian, I suggest the term ‘shprehje mbrojtëse’ (protecting 
expressions), based on their pragmatic function of protecting the author from possible 
criticism. It is an equivalent of the German expression “Heckenausdruck” and similar in 
meaning to shields. As for boosters, I introduce the term ‘përforcues’ (booster) to refer 
to items that show an author’s full commitment to the truth of their propositions. I 
transferred this term to the field of Linguistics after finding it as a general term for 
amplifying, in Stefanllari’s (1999/2007) English-Albanian Dictionary. Both terms can 
be useful for Albanian researchers in the future. 
This subsection showed similarities between hedges and boosters such as their 
interpersonal features in an author-audience interaction and their intermediate certainty 
levels between ‘yes’ and ‘no.’ It also showed a few studies presenting a similar unified 
view on the two concepts such as the ones by Grabe and Kaplan (cf. 1997/2010) and 
Mu et al. (2015). Finally, it showed the lack of these relevant terms in Albanian 
academic circles. There was an introduction of new terms, which could be possibly 
79 
 
useful for Albanian researchers in the future. The discussion of ‘unified’ hedges and 
boosters inevitably leads to the one of their clustering. It will be shown how 
interestingly they cluster together in different parts of a text. 
3.4. Harmonic and non-harmonic types of clustering 
Hedges show the interesting distributional feature of frequently clustering together in 
‘harmonic combinations’, as Halliday (1970) explains. Furthermore, Lyons (1977: 807-
808) employs the term “modally harmonic” to explain the “kind of concord running 
through the clause, which results in the double realization of a single modality. In 
addition, Hyland mentions the presence of “non-harmonic combinations” such as 
may+certain (hedge+booster), which were rarely used in his corpus of RAs. (cf. Hyland 
1998a: 152) The author argues that items of an equal value such as may+probably (less 
tentative) and might+suggest/seem (more speculative) tend to cluster more often 
together. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 153) Concerning clustering of hedges or "harmonic 
combinations", Hyland’s (cf. 1998a: 150ff) work gives a valuable insight of their 
context-based features. It also presents the notable frequency of clusters of hedges and 
shows in a detailed manner which the most frequently occurring hedges are. This will 
be discussed at the end of this subsection. However, there is, of course, no reference to 
harmonic clusters of boosters, which are presented in my study. 
In a subsequent paper from the same year, Hyland (cf. 1998b: 350) mentions Lyons 
(1977), while treating the clustering of hedges with other hedges or boosters with other 
boosters, particularly in the same clause complex. Hyland adds that hedges and boosters 
can occur together in order to create different rhetorical effects and differentiate 
between propositional information that the author considers as factual and what he or 
she sees as more questionable. (cf. Hyland 1998b: 350) In the given examples, Hyland 
clearly portrays the author’s epistemic moves between what is safely accepted and the 
novelty of tentative conclusions. Yet, he treats the factor from a general perspective, and 
this can be seen in his choice of words “stretches of discourse”. Below, an extract (3.8) 
from an RA in Philosophy including a cluster of boosters (and hedges) is presented. I 
have underlined several lexemes that could have also been considered by Hyland 
(1998b). 
 
3.8 […] A few interesting exceptions we obviously do not see a static image as moving. 
Suppose, then, that we say that static images only depict instants. This too creates problems, 
for it suggests that we have a recognitional capacity for instants, and this seems highly dubi-
ous. (Hyland 1998b: 350) 
 
In this extract, Hyland only focuses on the cluster of obviously with highly, which 
belong to two different clause complexes. He does not concentrate on the co-occurrence 
of hedges and boosters in the same clause and span, for example: seem and dubious 
together with highly. It is clear that the author of the text has used hedges such as 
suggest and suppose to lower the effect of the propositional information with which he 
or she does not agree, as well as boosters like obviously and highly to strengthen his or 
her argument. A noticeable controversial choice of the author is the use of the hedge 
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seem next to the booster highly. My research shows the strategic use of hedges and 
boosters within the clause complex (with a particular focus on scope) to increase and 
decrease their effect, as well as the erroneous use of these devices. Hyland (1998b: 351) 
effectively presents the co-occurrence of hedges and boosters in his subsequent 
discussion, but he maintains a focus on the text section or paragraph level and not on the 
clause complex level. The author provides a more detailed view of (harmonic) 
clustering in his previously mentioned influential work, Hedging in Scientific Research 
Articles. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 150-153) 
The following extract 3.9 from my corpus shows the harmonic clustering of seem 
with hint and the non-harmonic clustering of both with fact. As the example infers, both 
hint and fact fall within the span of seems and this makes this cluster relevant for my 
analysis. The whole second part […] and in this way she seems to hint at the fact that 
[…] is quite tentative due to its rather interpretative and assumptive nature. The odd 
addition here is fact. 
 
3.9 When Liz is asked if she likes them, she immediately replies ‘‘of course’’, and in this 
way she seems to hint at the fact that she is not surprised at all to find this kind of pastry in 
a Roman setting. (CIAOE15FBL_58) 
 
An interesting feature of Albanian, presented by Çeliku et al. (cf. 2002: 375), is the 
clustering of the same hedge/booster right next to each other such as ndoshta, ndoshta, 
(probably, probably), and sigurisht, sigurisht (surely, surely). However, this particular 
co-occurrence did not appear in my corpora of academic writing. These examples 
showed how hedges and boosters cluster together within the same clause or clause 
complex, with a particular focus on their span. 
This paragraph shows some overarching quantitative results on the clustering of 
different word classes and specific lexemes. Hyland (cf. 1998a: 150-153) investigates 
the frequency of clustering of hedges within the same clause complex. Out of 1568 
occurrences of hedges in his corpus, 668 or 42.6% co-occurred in the same clause 
complex. In terms of word class, the category that clustered more often with other 
hedges were modal auxiliaries (147) and lexical verbs (188). The most frequently 
occurring clusters were lexical verbs-adjectives, modal auxiliaries-adverbs and 
adjectives-adverbs. (Hyland 1998a: 150). In addition, lexical verbs were part of 28% of 
the total clusters and they mostly belonged to the initial part of the cluster, while 
adverbs were less likely to be placed initially. (Hyland 1998a: 150). The numbers of 
hedges within clusters are interesting as well. Clusters with three or more hedges were 
rare in RAs (they occurred only 43 times). The most frequently occurring combinations 
with more than two hedges were modal auxiliary-lexical verb together with an adverb 
(six occurrences), a strategy (seven occurrences) or an adjective (twelve occurrences). 
(Hyland 1998a: 151). There are interesting results from the comparison of different 
lexemes. The hedging lexemes which tended to cluster more were suggest, possible, 
would and indicate. The most frequently employed pairs were may-suggest (eight), 
may-possible(ly) (seven), could-possible(ly) (five) and may-indicate (five) (Hyland 
1998a: 150-151). These different angles of observing clustering are very useful for an 
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analysis of hedges and boosters. My study also focuses on different types of clusters 
betweenthe selected lexemes.  
This subsection showed relevant examples of clustering and a previous quantitative 
analysis of this phenomenon. It is a relevant part of the literature review because it gives 
a clear idea of how I will proceed in my analysis on clustering and what I will focus on. 
While Hyland refers to the previously mentioned co-occurrences as clustering within 
the same clause complex (not necessarily within the same span, e.g. if divided by but), 
the examples he provides are always intertwined within the same span (“This would 
probably suggest that”) (D2: 265). (Hyland 1998a: 152) Harmonic and non-harmonic 
types of clustering within the same span will be analyzed in subsections 5.1.3.4 and 
5.2.5.4. Span or scope, which are defined in the following subsection, appear to be 
inseparable from clustering. 
3.5. The semantic and syntactic scope of hedges and boosters 
To define scope or span is necessary to observe some examples in context as well as 
two relevant studies focusing on these concepts. My study with a functional perspective 
focuses on the use of hedges and boosters in the clause or clause complex to decrease or 
increase their strength. Since this may occur in ‘connected’ parts of the clause or clause 
complex, the importance of scope or the span of hedges and boosters (see section 1) 
cannot be neglected. Scope (or span) can determine the extension of the effect of one 
modalization device over another in a prosody of modality. It can be anaphoric by 
covering what was presented directly before the hedge or booster or cataphoric by 
modifying the following information. Furthermore, it can determine if an approximator 
remains on the semantic level or if it turns into a pragmatic shield when it is found 
within the scope or span of a previous shield of the same clause complex. In, for 
instance, the clause complex Possibly, John finished writing his MA thesis, the scope of 
possibly extends through the whole following clause. In the example John finished 
writing his MA thesis and will possibly get a good grade, possibly only modifies the 
part will […] get a good grade, with an anaphoric and cataphoric scope. These aspects 
are important for my qualitative analysis. They will be shown throughout the analysis 
section.  
There are two studies focusing on scope that are worth discussing. Kärkkäinen (cf. 
2010: 10) investigates the use of fronted bi clausal realizations such as I think, I thought, 
I guess in planned institutional speech in contrast to daily spontaneous talk in American 
English. By including the aspect of ‘scope’, she divides the tentative fronted bi clausal 
realizations into ones with anaphoric scope and ones with cataphoric scope. The data 
indicated a higher frequency of cataphoric scope over anaphoric scope. It indicated a 
higher occurrence of the studied forms with a clausal scope (covering the entire clause) 
compared to the ones with a phrasal scope (covering a phrasal element). The higher 
occurrence of cataphoric scope is expected if it is compared to the rarer anaphoric 
scope, yet, there are two main arising questions: a). How would the frequencies of these 
categories of scope be in written academic corpora? b). What would their meaning or 
functions be? (cf. Kärkkäinen 2010: 11) 
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Mauranen (1997/2010: 116ff) emphasizes the importance of the co-text of hedges 
(their clustering). She provides examples from hedges clustering within the same scope, 
within the same clause complex and even for a clause modifying another clause. She 
refers to Halliday’s (cf. 1985: 333) categorization of the mental clause I think into 
subjective-explicit in order to show how its scope extends in the subsequent clause. She 
recognizes that this phenomenon is wider than the provided examples. In my study, I 
focus on the clustering of hedges and boosters within the scope, and fronted bi-clausal 
realizations clustering with other parts of the clause complex. Any other extension of 
clustering outside the scope (e.g. within paragraphs or whole clause complexes) is not 
the purpose of my study. Lastly, Mauranen (1997/2010: 116ff) acknowledges that 
approximators such as some, about and around mainly modified single items while bi-
clausals modified other clauses or longer propositions. While analyzing my data, I 
identified the same phenomena (e.g. a relatively narrow scope of almost).  
In the previous paragraphs, it was shown that hedges and boosters can have different 
types and extensions of their scope. This is considered as a very important aspect for my 
qualitative analysis and it helps categorizing hedges and boosters as well as deciding on 
their clusters. From a wider perspective, they show interesting differences in their 
distribution across different languages, disciplines, paper sections, genders and so on. 
These will be extensively explored in the following subsections. 
3.6. Variation of hedges and boosters in usage 
3.6.1. Gender differences and similarities in the use of hedges and boosters 
It is necessary to discuss the role of gender in the usage of modality and intensity 
devices because “[t]he frequency of pragmatic particles [hedges and boosters] is also 
influenced by gender” (Brouwer, Gerritsen and De Haan 1979; Brown 1980; Bell 1984; 
Crosby and Nyquist 1977; Holmes 1986; 1988; 1990; McMillan, Clifton, McGrath and 
Gale 1977; Preisler 1986; Serholt 2012; Yeganeh and Ghoreishi 2014). The following 
paragraphs include various studies with different results on the impact of gender in the 
usage of modality and intensity devices. This impact is analysed in my fifth research 
question shown in subsection 4.2. It is very interesting to see the impact of gender in the 
usage of hedges and boosters. 
The impact of gender in the usage of hedges and boosters has historically led to 
scientific debates and contrastive results by different researchers. Robin Lakoff’s (1973; 
1975) studies has had a great impact on studies focusing on the male-female comparison 
on hedges and boosters. Her hypothesis is that epistemic devices such as intensifiers 
(boosters), hedges and hesitations are typical for female speech. Subsequently, Crosby 
and Nyquist (1977) found that women-women interactions produced more hedges than 
male-male interactions. In a similar manner, Preisler (1986: 288) found that the usage of 
hedges was related to sexual and interactional (socio-emotional) roles, i.e. that women’s 
language was more tentative than men’s whose language showed more conviction. He 
argues that gender has a great impact on speech (hedge usage). These studies possibly 
led to the general belief that females appear more tentative and hedge whereas males 
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appear more certain an boost, In contrast to this belief, Crismore, Markkanen and 
Steffensen (1993) discovered that Finnish males employed even more hedges than 
females. On a different level, Holmes’ (1990) paper showed that women did not use 
more hedges and boosters than males. Yeganeh and Ghoreishi (cf. 2014: 10-11) and 
Serholt (cf. 2012: 19) showed how both males and females employed a high number of 
hedges and boosters in academic writing. These different findings demonstrate the 
complexity of combining the variables of gender and hedging. The paragraph below 
will reveal the same controversial patterns in more detail. 
Crismore and Vande Kopple (cf. 1997: 223-225) focus on the reader’s perspective to 
investigate a cross-cultural aspect. They explore differences related to gender in the 
evaluation of academic texts within educational contexts. They investigate how the 
presence and lack of hedges in English science textbooks have an impact on the 
attitudes of 9th graders from the United States (Midwest). The authors gave their 
respondents a text with hedges and one without hedges. (cf. Crismore and Vande 
Kopple 1997: 229) They explain how their version without hedges caused dismissive 
reading, and the one containing hedges fostered evaluative and analytical processing. 
(cf. Crismore and Vande Kopple 1997: 237) Crismore and Vande Kopple (cf. 1997: 
234-235) claim that the presence of hedging fosters positive attitudes towards the texts, 
especially for female readers. 
Two more recent papers show two very different results in the usage of hedges and 
boosters.  Yeganeh and Ghoreishi (cf. 2014: 6ff) focus on the influence of gender in the 
use of hedges and boosters by non-native speakers of English. Theirs is a comparative 
study, which concentrates on specific parts (abstracts and discussions) of 40 RAs 
written in English by native speakers of Persian (Iranian). The equal number of male 
(20) and female (20) student writings is a strength of their paper. (cf. Yeganeh and 
Ghoreishi 2014: 9) The results by Yeganeh and Ghoreishi (cf. 2014: 10-11) indicate that 
both gender groups employed more hedges than boosters, but female students used 
more hedges than male students. In addition, females used less boosters than males 
showing less confidence in their writings. However, as the authors themselves note, 
there is a limitation due to the low number of articles they analyze. Perhaps, it would 
have been useful to provide specific examples of hedges or boosters adapted from 
Hyland’s (2005) large taxonomy. Showing how controversial the issue of gender can be, 
these findings contradict the ones by Serholt (cf. 2012: 19). She compares 20 academic 
writings (C-essays) by Swedish advanced learners of English to discover that females 
were ‘surprisingly’ more inclined to employ boosters than males. However, both papers 
revealed a frequent use of hedges and boosters by males and females. 
From all the studies mentioned above, it is clear that the impact of gender in the 
usage of hedges and boosters is a very controversial topic with very different results by 
different authors (compare e.g. Crismore and Vande Kopple (1997) with Serholt 
(2012)). That is why it is necessary to explore this interesting aspect in my corpora, 
given the equal number of males and females in almost all the corpora. It will be shown 
whether hedges and tentativeness are indeed typical of female language or not. 
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3.6.2. Hedges and boosters in comparative studies on L1-L2 writers and 
native vs. non-native writers in English  
Several studies display an L1, L2 or native English vs. non-native English comparison 
of writings. As this is the main feature of my comparison, it is necessary to explore 
previous literature and related findings to get a better idea on possible L1-L2 
differences. 
In a paper presenting the native-non-native discussion, Ventola (cf. 1997: 157-169) 
compares English academic writings of L2 writers with those of native English writers. 
The author particularly focuses on problems of L2 (Finnish) writers in their choices of 
probability devices and corresponding values (high, medium, low) in English. In 
general, L2 writers used less probability devices than native English writers, implying 
that L2 writers did not prefer to employ hedges for conveying their opinions or stance in 
their propositions. (cf. Ventola 1997: 170) When comparing a scientific article from 
Psychology by a native English speaker and two scientific articles by L2 writers, the 
author found that the low value operator may was the most frequently used one, the 
‘metaphorical realization’ suggest was employed by both groups and tend was only used 
by native writers. (cf. Ventola 1997: 169) Another important concept that would have 
added even more value to this paper is the one of boosters or emphatics. Since the title 
of the work is about modalization, which includes both hedges and boosters, and 
especially since Finnish writers tend to use high values (meaning boosters), this aspect 
would have been a relevant addition. Ventola’s paper provides evidence for cross-
cultural differences in the use of the modalization of probability in English. Therefore, it 
is worth investigating such differences across various academic cultures and 
nationalities.  
Other writers have emphasized the relation of culture and academic writing features. 
Cmejrkovä and Danes (1997), for instance, analyzed the interrelation of culture and 
academic writing features in detail. In their broad discussion of textual and interpersonal 
aspects of the Czech academic discourse (as compared to English), they give 
considerable attention to hedges and modality aspects. Similar cross-cultural differences 
in the use of hedging were discovered by Vassileva (cf. 1997: 203-205), who compared 
English and Bulgarian RAs as well as Bulgarian RAs in English. The author adopts an 
interpersonal approach to hedging by basing her research on the speech act theory and 
on a general perspective of detachment vs. commitment. (cf. Vassileva 1997: 204-205) 
She found diverse levels of commitment in her three types of academic writings, with 
both Bulgarian and Bulgarian English RAs containing fewer hedging devices than the 
English texts. This would indicate that their writers show a higher level of commitment, 
which might be perceived as rude and too self-confident from an English point of view. 
She concludes that these results are due to the Bulgarian tradition and style of 
presenting knowledge. (cf. Vassileva 1997: 206) This is one of the few analyzed studies 
that, similarly to mine, focuses on L1 to L2 writings in a broad comparison of more than 
two different corpora. Vassileva’s (cf. 1997: 204-205) perspective of commitment or 
detachment is also comparable to my categorization (shield vs. approximator) of 
author’s commitment. It shows how cross-cultural differences influence the use of 
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hedges (and boosters) and how the traditions of a certain nationality lead to a different 
(even inappropriate) use of these devices.  
There are other more recent papers from the Iranian and Chinese academic contexts, 
which reveal important cross-cultural (L1-L2) differences and surprisingly, also various 
similarities. Shokouhi and Baghsiahi (2009) draw a comparison of hedges and boosters 
employed in sociology articles in English and Iranian. They revealed that both 
categories had a significantly higher rate in English than in Iranian. More details on this 
paper will be revealed in the section on hedges and boosters as part of metadiscourse. 
Mu et al. (cf. 2015: 137) examine both hedges and boosters in their qualitative and 
quantitative comparison of the use of metadiscourse in Chinese and English RAs in 
Applied Linguistics. In line with Hyland (2005: 46) and Lee and Deakin (2016: 26), 
they note that boosters “emphasize certainty or close dialogue”. The authors compare 20 
RAs in Chinese (137,051 words) and 20 RAs in English (122,828 words) from four 
journals each. (cf. Mu et al. 2015: 138) Mu et al. (cf. 2015: 137-141) discovered that 
hedges had the most frequent occurrences (more than double the frequency of boosters) 
in the use of metadiscourse for both sub-corpora. Similar to Hu and Cao's (cf. 2011: 
2806) findings, they discovered that authors of RAs in English employed more hedges 
than Chinese authors, while Chinese authors of RAs in Chinese employed more 
boosters than their English counterpart with a significant difference (cf. Mu et al. 2015: 
141) The impact of different cultural values can be understood by the statement of Hu 
and Cao (2011: 2805), namely that Chinese authors are “less compelled than their 
Anglo-American counterparts to hedge their positions […] but more likely to perceive a 
need to assume a tone of certainty so as to convey authority and credibility.” This 
probably occurs because the Chinese tradition presents writing as “knowledge telling” 
instead of “knowledge construction” (Mu et al. 2015: 141). It is very interesting how 
Chinese writers employed more boosters than ‘English’ authors, who employed more 
hedges than Chinese. That is interesting, since politeness appears to be a a feature of the 
Chinese academic culture and language. In a similar way to Hu and Cao, Mu et al. (cf 
2015: 142) suggest that individualism and self-confidence are taught in the Anglo-
American cultures, while they are rejected features in the Chinese culture. This led to 
different ways of employing hedges and boosters in Chinese and English RAs. On the 
one hand, Hedges in English RAs, for instance, were predominantly employed to draw 
conclusions or make inferences: There were only a small number of tutees and faculty 
available to participate in this study and we could have obtained richer data had we 
increased this number” (E0003), and show individuality or strong inferences: “the 
meaning expressed in the revision probably reflects the writer's original intention. 
(E0020) On the other hand, hedges in Chinese were employed by to convey the Chinese 
authors’ humbleness. “This may in some degree show that […].” (C0013); […] this 
paper attempts to explore the differences […] (C0010) (Mu et al.’s translation) (Mu et 
al. 2015: 142). 
The useful results by Mu et al. (cf. 2015: 141ff) on hedges are followed by other 
results on boosters. The authors of RAs in English boosted their clause complexes to 
“stress the significance and contributions of their findings, and to boost their current 
knowledge and scholarship.” This genre was certainly not a new or particularly 
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difficult one for these students, who were highly literate in their own language […]. 
(E0018) (Mu et al.’s translation). Chinese authors employed boosters in L1 “to highlight 
common knowledge in support of their findings, and to stress findings which support 
their initial hypotheses”: Obviously, these questions were helpful for language skills 
training, but they did not challenge the students' thinking ability. (C0002) (Mu et al.’s 
translation). (cf. Mu et al. 2015: 143) As it is obvious that cultural values affect 
language use and academic writing, the general overconfidence of Albanians and 
Italians would be expected to, for instance, lead them to use more boosters in their 
writings, but this is not certain. Surely, there are other factors influencing their writings 
such as genre, disciplinary domain, English proficiency and so on, which makes the 
matter more complex and interesting. 
In a similar Chinese academic context, Lee and Deakin (cf. 2016: 21) recently aimed 
at finding out how Chinese ESL students and English native students employ 
interactional metadiscourse in their argumentative essays. For this purpose, the corpora 
were divided into 25 successful ESL argumentative essays (A-graded with 26.322 
words), 25 less successful ones (B-graded with 26.046) and 25 successful argumentative 
essays by English native students (54.638 words) (cf. Lee and Deakin 2016: 21-23). The 
most striking result was that both successful essays in L1 and L2 contain a significantly 
higher ratio of hedges and consequently, are ‘more persuasive’ than less successful 
essays (cf. Lee and Deakin 2016: 31). In addition, hedges were the most preferred 
interactional elements in all three corpora. (cf. Lee and Deakin 2016: 27) In contrast, 
boosters, which were divided into amplifiers (clearly, obviously, certainly) and 
emphatics (show, clear), did not show a significant difference between successful and 
less successful essays. All groups (native and non-native) preferred emphatics over 
amplifiers and displayed a similar awareness of the necessity to not sound over-
confident by utilizing a few boosters. (cf. Lee and Deakin 2016: 28-29) This study 
shows how in certain contexts, native and non-native English students are very similar 
in their ways of using hedges and boosters, despite the different general belief and 
possible cultural differences. These aspects are worth exploring in more detail in the 
next subsection. 
While studies such as Mu et al.’s (2015) showed interesting differences in writing 
related to first language, culture and other variables, the one by Lee and Deakin (cf. 
2016: 21) showed cross-cultural similarities. This shows that only an interpretation 
based on culture is not enough for an analysis of hedges and boosters. That is why other 
concepts such as linguistic affordances (see introduction) are introduced in my study. 
The following subsection extends on academic culture, language and various sections 
with texts. 
3.6.3. Hedges and boosters across different languages, academic cultures 
and sections 
Results from earlier studies demonstrate a strong and consistent association between the 
use of hedges and boosters and variations in terms of language, (academic) culture and 
academic section (see Briz and Estelles 2010; Haufiku and Kangira 2018; Yagiz and 
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Demir 2014). Different languages may express different degrees and amounts of these 
modal assessments. While the previous subsection focused on the comparison of native 
English speaker groups and other L1 groups, this subsection focuses on investigating 
various language groups as well as sections within academic papers and academic 
cultures. In different subsections of this study, a review of studies on hedges or/and 
boosters across the following language groups can be found: American, British, 
Chinese, Arabic, Iranian, Albanian, Italian, Namibian (Africa), Turkish, Finnish, 
French, Spanish, Czech, Polish, German, Bulgarian, New Zealand, Indonesian, 
Malaysian and so on. This proves the presence and importance of these modal 
assessments across various languages, non-native speakers of English and several parts 
of the world. Some of these contexts will be explored in more detail in my study. 
This paragraph will introduce some of the studies focusing on hedges and boosters 
used in ‘European’ contexts and languages. Schneider (cf. 2010: 10-11) compares 
spoken Italian to English, French and Spanish to study hedged performatives. He found 
that performatives were mostly based on the verb say for every included language. This 
shows the similarity to certain aspects of hedges for Italian and English, which are both 
included in my work. Briz and Estelles (cf. 2010: 11) show the strong dependence on 
the meaning or mitigating force of discourse particles in their placement within 
discourse units in Spanish. Basically, positioning them in different positions fosters 
different meanings, and some particles mostly express mitigation, while others only 
express it in certain contexts. Kreutz and Harres (cf. 1997: 181-186) show how diverse 
orientations in the use of hedges may be found in different languages (nationalities). 
They compare academic writings in German and English to show how in the former, 
hedges were used to show authority or present knowledge in the discipline (writer-
oriented), while in the latter they were employed to establish a dialogue (reader-
oriented). (cf. Kreutz and Harres 1997: 196) 
An extension of the discussion on the European context will be provided through the 
discussion of three studies on academic writing in Turkish, Turkish English and 
Amercian English. The academic writing of Turkish speakers in L1 and English as an 
L2 as well as its comparison to that of native English speakers has received considerable 
attention. Duruk (cf. 2017: 1-6) explores the use of interpersonal metadiscourse markers 
(attitude markers, hedges, emphatics (boosters)) in 20 dissertations written by Turkish 
students in English in the field of English Language Teaching (henceforth ELT). 
Broadly speaking, these markers were used by Turkish students with a higher 
preference for attitude markers (the highest scoring were important, clearly). The most 
preferred hedges were might, likely and possible, while the most frequent emphatics 
were must, certainly and actually. (cf. Duruk 2017: 5) Ozdemir and Longo (cf. 2014: 
59ff) similarly focus on metadiscoursal choices of Turkish students by adding a 
comparison to American students. They draw on Hyland’s (2005) taxonomy and 
investigated 26 Turkish and 26 American student abstracts of MA theses in English 
(from ELT) from a qualitative and quantitative perspective. Ozdemir and Longo 
discovered that the number of boosters, attitude markers, self-mentions, evidentials and 
so on was smaller in the Turkish abstracts, which contained a larger ratio of hedges 
compared to American abstracts. Additionally, the Turkish vs. native English writer 
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comparison within academic writing is narrowed to a specific focus on hedges (9 types) 
in the paper by Yagiz and Demir (cf. 2014: 260). Differently to my study, which 
analyzes whole papers from academic writing, the authors focus on the introduction, 
discussion and conclusion sections of 100 (50/50) published RAs from ELT. It is 
striking that they mention the highest number of introductory phrases as compared to 
other hedging variables. However, a few examples would have provided a better 
understanding of this interesting occurrence.  
In the African context of Namibia, Haufiku and Kangira (cf. 2018: 1) offers an 
overview of hedges and boosters in MA theses in English from 2014 and 2015 at the 
University of Namibia. They only concentrate on the introduction, discussion and 
conclusion sections of the theses. The authors compare five linguistic variables: 1) 
epistemic verbs and modal auxiliaries, 2) adjectives and adverbs, 3) distancing phrases-
impersonal third person, 4) solidarity aspects and 5) self-mentions. The numbers of 
analyzed hedges and boosters are not balanced. The comparison of epistemic verbs and 
modals, for instance, includes seven hedges and only one “booster” (should, which is 
strongly related to modulation). (cf. Haufiku and Kangira 2018: 3) This unbalance, 
together with the fact that no contextualized examples are shown throughout the paper, 
limits the validity of this comparison. Some contextualized examples would have shed 
light on the highest use of distancing phrases and third persons (he, she, it, the study) by 
Namibian students, since it is, for instance, normal that they use a high number of 
he/she/it forms, which may not necessarily be related to boosters. Besides, the 
study+demonstrates/proves boosts the clause complex, which the authors exclude as an 
option. (cf. Haufiku and Kangira 2018: 1) However, the study is a valid initiative for the 
exploration of “hedges and boosters […] in Namibia where, according to the 
researchers’ observation, no similar studies have previously been conducted” (Haufiku 
and Kangira 2018: 8). 
Beyond the European, African and American academic contexts, there are also 
studies on Arabic-speaking groups. The persuasive writings of 120 Yemeni EFL 
students in Arabic (L1) and English are compared regarding their use of hedges and 
boosters in the doctoral project of Alward (cf. 2014: iv). Each student had to write a 
persuasive essay and a job application letter in Arabic and English, which were 
investigated qualitatively and quantitatively. The results showed a more frequent use of 
hedges in persuasive essays in English than in L1. Boosters had similar frequencies in 
essays in Arabic and English but were used more in the job applications in Arabic. A 
total of 40 students were separated into a control group and an experimental group, 
which were instructed about the use of hedges and boosters through the genre approach. 
Alward (cf. 2014: iv) claims that this type of instruction had a positive impact. This and 
the previous paragraphs provided a brief description of modalization across different 
languages. Since language constructs academic culture and is shaped by academic 
culture, it is necessary to see how modalization functions in different cultural contexts. 
It is clear that the cultural background affects the general organization of discourse 
(cf. Clyne 1991; Sachtleber 1993; Kreutz and Harres 1997: 182), including academic 
discourse. “Cultural values deeply embedded in education and professional systems are 
also manifested in language and recreated by language use, its various realizations, 
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different text-types and discourse forms” (Kreutz and Harres 1997: 182). In addition, a 
major area of interest for a considerable number of studies on hedges (and possibly 
boosters) has been the way they are distributed across different sections of academic 
texts. The topics of academic culture and variation across sections will be intertwined in 
the following paragraphs. 
The academic culture of students may affect their academic writing (see section 1) 
and thus their use of modalization, modulation and degree devices. There are two 
previous cross-cultural analyses worth discussing. Through a cross-cultural analysis, 
Clyne (1991) revealed differences in the use of hedges between German and English 
speakers. Dontcheva-Navratilova (cf. 2016: 163) compares twelve Czech RAs and 
twelve RAs written by native speakers of English from ‘English’ Linguistics. The major 
objectives of her paper are to explore their differences and similarities in the frequencies 
of hedges and boosters, their distribution across different RA sections and the choices 
related to them. Her results indicated that there were similarities in the choice and 
distribution across sections between the two nationalities, while the native speakers of 
English used generally more hedges and boosters than Czech writers. (cf. Dontcheva-
Navratilova 2016: 163) According to Dontcheva-Navratilova (cf. 2016: 180), the 
similarities that she revealed are genre and discipline-driven. Furthermore, she suggests 
that the higher frequencies in RAs by native speakers of English were due to their need 
to interact and include different voices within a larger international community, while 
the lower occurrences in Czech derived from the agreement-oriented nature of the 
smaller Czech community. Czech authors however used a considerable number of 
boosters, which indicate a possible globalization of academia. The possible wider and 
less repetitive vocabulary choices for native speakers of English possibly may have 
partly affected the study’s results. Once again, cross-cultural differences are found to 
impact the results in the use of hedges and boosters. This is a strong reason for me to 
compare Italians and Albanians to find our possible differences in language use, which 
could indicate differences in their academic cultures. Since these two contexts are 
unknown to various researchers, it is interesting to present results on data deriving from 
these contexts. It is also interesting to explore a few studies focusing on the distribution 
of hedges and boosters across different sections. 
Research has shown that different hedge types are found in different sections of 
texts. While there is a higher distribution of content-oriented hedges (approximating) in 
the methodology sections, methods and results, reader-oriented hedges (using shields) 
are mainly found in the argumentative sections, discussion and introduction. (cf. Hyland 
1998a: 190ff; Salager-Mayer 1994: 149; Hyland 2006: 696) However, more hedges in 
general are used in the argumentative and discursive parts because there, authors need to 
show tentativeness in order to establish a significance of their study and plausibility of 
their arguments (cf. Hyland 2006: 696). A higher frequency of hedges was found in the 
discussion and introduction parts of RAs and comment sections of clinical case notes 
(Adams Smith, 1984; Salager-Meyer, 1994). In a similar manner, Serholt (cf. 2012: 19) 
found that males and females used hedges and boosters mainly in the ‘more discursive’ 
introduction and discussion sections of their essays (according to the IMRAD model). 
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The discussion of the distribution of hedges and boosters across different sections goe 
beyond the purposes of my study.  
To summarize, the considerable number of studies focusing on hedges and boosters 
across various language groups, academic cultures and sections gave useful insights into 
these major variables. Their results showed a strong association between modal 
assessments, such as hedges and boosters, and these variables and conventions. This 
strong association is a reason for me to particularly explore the relation between hedges 
and boosters with academic culture and language. Following this subsection, the 
attention will be turned to the cross-disciplinary variation of hedges and boosters and a 
much-debated topic, whether they appear more in soft or hard sciences. 
3.6.4. Hedges and boosters across disciplinary domains 
There is a growing body of research proving the wide impact of disciplinary domains on 
the use of hedges, boosters and engagement markers. (cf. Harwood 2005b; Hyland and 
Tse 2004; Sanderson 2008; Varttala 2001) It is generally believed that hedges and 
boosters appear more frequently in Humanities and Social Science papers. Linguistics, 
for instance, is generally known as containing more subjective and dialogic features 
than more scientific or technical areas such as Mathematics etc. The reason for this 
tendency is in the nature of the soft-knowledge areas, which “are typically more 
interpretive than the hard sciences” and their forms of argument present “more dialogic 
engagement and more explicit recognition of alternative voices” (Tajeddin and Alemi 
2012: 116). However, research shows how this is not always the case. This makes it 
necessary to discuss hedges and boosters across disciplinary domains. For my study, 
abalanced corpus design in terms of the number of words and number of papers per 
disciplinary domain, as well as the inclusion of papers from not only soft (e.g. Language 
and Literature), but also hard sciences (e.g. Physics) need to be emphasized. 
Lafuente Millán (cf. 2008: 66) compares hedges and boosters in a corpus of 96 RAs 
(473.000 words) from the disciplinary domains of Urology (Medicine), Food 
Technology, Applied Linguistics, and Business Management. The study opposes the 
widespread conviction of the existence of a clear-cut distinction between hard and soft 
sciences, where fewer hedges and boosters are to be found in hard sciences and more in 
soft sciences (cf. Lafuente Millán 2008: 79).  His data from Urology (Medicine) proved 
that writers were very willing to appropriately use these rhetorical devices. (cf. Lafuente 
Millán 2008: 80) Their use in Urology was as frequent as in Applied Linguistics, which 
is generally considered more rhetorical and subjective than technical (hard) sciences. 
(cf. Lafuente Millán 2008: 76) The researcher associates this result with the high 
competitiveness within Urology and it leads him to embrace the general assumption that 
Medicine can be called a separate branch of natural sciences. (cf. Lafuente Millán 2008: 
79) The comparison of hedges in the selected disciplinary domains showed that 
Business Management (total 148.0 per 10.000 words) had even higher frequencies than 
Applied Linguistics (89.5), followed by Urology (79.8) and lastly, Food Technology 
(64.2). (cf. Lafuente Millán 2008: 74) The exact same decreasing order of disciplines 
(though, of course, with a different distribution) was shown by the cross-disciplinary 
91 
 
comparison of boosters. The author demonstrated that hedges (total usage 101.9 per 
10.000 words), boosters (25.9) and approximators (92.4) (in his categorisation) were 
frequently used in all disciplines. (cf. Lafuente Millán 2008: 72) However, boosters 
showed the lowest frequency compared to approximators and hedges. It is expected that 
boosters are frequent but less frequent than hedges. It will be, therefore, interesting to 
see whether this applies to my corpora. 
Pic and Furmaniak (cf. 2012: 24-25) present a general comparison of modal adverbs 
from RAs in History, Philosophy and Mathematics. The booster clearly showed the 
most frequent occurrences, followed (in a descending order) by certainly, probably, 
surely, possibly and obviously. Generally, clearly, probably, surely and certainly were 
frequently used in History and Philosophy and less used in Mathematics. Obviously was 
less used in History and Mathematics, but more used in Philosophy. The opposite 
occurred for possibly, which was surprisingly more frequently used in Mathematics, 
followed by History and only once used in Philosophy. Even though the numbers of 
instances are not high and the totals per item (as in their previous table) are missing, 
these results show how various hedges and boosters are not similarly distributed in 
different disciplines.  
In his doctoral dissertation, Varttala (cf. 2001: 240) makes an extensive analysis of 
different ‘hedging’ word classes (modals, full verbs, adverbs, questions, clausal 
elements, adjectives and others) and their various uses across different disciplines 
(Economics, Medicine and Technology) of popular scientific articles and RAs. He 
adapted quantitative and qualitative methods of analysis, to provide evidence for a wide 
area of pragmatic functions of hedges. Varttala (2001: 274) concludes that “it appears 
that the topics researched, the materials and methods employed, and the research 
traditions of the different disciplines may have an effect on the degree, type and 
motivations of hedging in discourse […].” He adds that hedges appear in different forms 
in scientific discourse as in for example RAs.  
Vázquez and Giner (cf. 2009: 220-225) conduct a quantitative and qualitative 
analysis to confront the use of boosters in RAs (in English) from ‘dramatically 
different’ disciplines such as Mechanical Engineering and Marketing and an ‘in 
between’ discipline, namely Biology. Through their quantitative analysis, Vázquez and 
Giner discovered a more frequent use of boosters in Marketing (9.91 out of 1.000 
words) than Biology (5.16). Biology had a surprisingly similar frequency of boosters to 
Mechanical Engineering (4.16). (cf. Vázquez and Giner 2009: 226-227) It is interesting 
to find out that boosters in RAs from Mechanical Engineering were even used with a 
similar frequency to RAs from Biology. This contrasts with the theories, which presume 
an almost lack of boosters in ‘hard sciences,’ and with what the authors had expected. I 
agree that hedges and boosters can be often used in ‘hard’ sciences as well, as my 
qualitative analysis will show.  
The paper by Ventola (cf. 1997: 157ff), which was extensively presented in 
subsection 3.6.2, offers different results from Vázquez and Giner’s (2009) paper. The 
author compares different fields of study from 17 academic articles, including articles 
from Natural Sciences (nine texts), Social Sciences and Humanities (eight texts). (cf. 
Ventola 1997: 171-175) She discovered that more modalization (probability) devices 
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were most frequently used in Social Sciences and Humanities, rather than in Natural 
Sciences. Within Natural Sciences, they mainly occurred in the discussion section and 
sometimes in the introduction. (cf. Ventola 1997: 168-169) 
In the book Corpus, Culture, Discourse, Sanderson compares academic writings in 
English from British and American scholars to academic texts in German written by 
Germans. (cf. Sanderson 2008: 15-17) Among other findings, the author discovered 
significant differences in the use of person reference across different disciplinary 
domains. Its results are subsequently shown here in a decreasing order. The numbers 
represent the findings for English and German respectively: Philosophy (Eng: 148.76- 
Ger.: 77.79), Linguistics (Eng: 68.94- Ger.: 20.25), Folklore (Eng: 40.48- Ger.: 34.37), 
Literary Studies (Eng: 25.95- Ger.: 7.39) and History (Eng: 11.16- Ger.: 24.44). (cf. 
Sanderson 2008: 121) Except the outlier, History, all findings showed high frequencies 
of person reference for the English texts and all texts displayed a high degree of 
variation across disciplinary domains. However, it would have been useful to also 
include papers from hard sciences in this study.  
Lastly, significant variations exist in the distributional nature of hedges in different 
disciplinary domains, where there is a larger distribution in texts of a more 
argumentative and persuasive kind. (cf. Hyland 2006: 696) Regarding genres, several 
studies investigate the particular features of modal assessments in student writings and 
most frequently in expert writings in the form of published RAs. However, as it will be 
seen in the following subsection, often authors of studies on student writing genres 
partially explore sections (e.g. analyzing abstracts) or only chose a few genre types (e.g. 
only MA theses). 
Many useful studies were explored throughout this subsection on disciplinary 
domains and their relation to hedges and boosters. The discussions in this subsection 
covered ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ sciences and presented results from scientific research on this 
topic, which were compared to general beliefs within the academia. Sanderson 
hypothesizes that any researcher that does not pay attention to the variable of 
disciplinary domain will present a ‘distorted’ and partial view of the investigated 
elements. (cf. Sanderson 2008: 122) This strong statement shows how important this 
variable is. Various disciplinary domains from both soft and hard sciences were 
included in my study. Their comparison would surely reveal interesting results for 
future studies on modalization. This is also supported by Lafuente Millán (2008: 80). 
3.6.5. Hedges and boosters in different academic writing genres 
Research on hedges and boosters has covered a wide range of non-expert writings and 
genres, spanning from the BA level to the PhD level. This topic is particularly relevant 
for my comparative analysis of the genres BA, MA and PhD thesis. In this subsection, 
there will be a discussion of a few useful small-scale studies comparing different 
academic writing genres in the German, Turkish and Namibian contexts. 
There are several interesting findings on the BA and MA level in the paper by Beyer 
(2015). Beyer (2015) investigates how German students of English and American 
Studies at TU Chemnitz use epistemic adjectives and adverbs in their BA and MA 
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theses. She collected ten BA and ten MA theses from the ChemCorpus (a corpus of non-
native academic student writing in English), which were written by the same students in 
order to present a comparison and possible improvement in the use of hedges from the 
BA to the MA stage. In line with my work, the author conducted the quantitative 
analysis with the help of the concordance program AntConc. Beyer (cf. 2015: 92) 
confirms Hyland’s (cf. 1998: 134) and Nuyts’ (cf. 2001: 56) findings by discovering 
that the frequency of epistemic adverbs is higher than the number of epistemic 
adjectives. One main reason is the higher flexibility of adverbs when compared to 
adjectives in relation to clause complex positions. (cf. Beyer 2015: 92) Her findings 
demonstrated that students used more hedges in their MA level than in their previous 
BA level. (cf. Beyer 2015: 81) It was also found that students applied elements (ranked 
as hedges) more frequently in their non-epistemic meaning in their BA theses rather 
than in their MA theses. A possible reason was found to be the greater awareness on the 
application and importance of hedging in academic writing and the academic progress 
of students from the BA to MA level. (cf. Beyer 2015: 94) Since academic progress is 
tightly connected with effective instruction, this can be interpreted as a hint at the 
importance of direct instructions on academic writing. This needs to be adapted in the 
University of Vlora and other Albanian and Italian universities. In addition, Beyer 
observes that students prefer more direct or less tentative hedges (such as probably, 
likely, and possibly) than more indirect ones (such as seemingly, presumably and 
presumable (cf. Beyer 2014: 97), but further acknowledges that a larger study on 
hedging forms in ESL student writing should be conducted. (cf. Beyer 2014: 96) I 
consider possibly as a tentative hedge indicating a low level of author’s commitment 
and value rather than being direct and less tentative as Beyer observes. All in all, this is 
a valid contribution to the understanding of hedges in the context of academic writing 
and ESL. 
Other studies focus on writings on the BA, MA and PhD level in the Namibian and 
Turkish contexts. Haufiku and Kangira (cf. 2018: 1) explore the use of hedges and 
boosters in MA theses written in English (in 2015) at the University of Namibia, 
Namibia (Africa). In the same vein, Ozdemir and Longo (cf. 2014: 59ff) use 
quantitative and qualitative methods of analysis to show the use of metadiscourse in 26 
Turkish and 26 American student abstracts of MA theses in English (from ELT). With a 
focus on a higher student academic writing genre, Duruk (cf. 2017: 1-6) explore the use 
of interpersonal metadiscourse markers (attitude markers, hedges, emphatics (boosters)) 
in 20 dissertations by Turkish students in English, from the field of English Language 
Teaching (henceforth ELT). These corpus-based studies are explained in detail in the 
subsection 3.6.3 on hedges in different languages. 
By focusing on more ‘expert writers,’ Yagiz and Demir (cf. 2014: 260) explore the 
use of hedges in the introduction, discussion and conclusion sections of 100 published 
RAs by Turkish and native writers in English (ELT). While these researchers only focus 
on some interesting sections, my study explores whole papers in academic writing. A 
more detailed review of this paper is provided in subsection 3.6.3. Other researchers 
who focus on ‘expert’ academic writings (RAs) are Dontcheva-Navratilova (2016), 
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Hyland (1998a), Mu et al. (2015), Vassileva (1997), Vázquez and Giner (2009) etc. 
Their studies are described throughout the literature review section.  
The discussion of studies such as Beyer’s (2015), Haufiku and Kangira’s (2018), 
and Duruk’s (2017) gives a valuable insight into possible differences across different 
student academic writing genres. By comparing the genres BA, MA and PhD thesis, I 
aim at showing possible genre-based differences, which may be comparable to the 
results of these studies. The following discussion provides insight of the two more 
central aspects of my study, namely the semantic and syntactic categories of hedges and 
boosters. To justify usages of certain concepts, alternative approaches and concepts to 
the ones used in my study will be introduced. 
3.7. Syntactic categories of hedges and boosters and alternative 
approaches and concepts 
3.7.1. The syntactic positioning of hedges and boosters and its importance 
In this section, the positions hedges and boosters might take in the clause complex will 
be described. Some of the positions derive from SFG and, as will be subsequently 
shown, are essential to the scope and epistemic strength of hedges and boosters. Despite 
their relevance, there has been a lack of studies including an in-depth analysis of the 
syntactic positioning of these modalization, modulation and degree devices within the 
last decade. “[…] [T]he effect of hedges in initial vs. medial vs. final utterance position 
often creates a different interpretation, but this has not been examined in great depth” 
(Schneider, 2007; cited in Fraser 2010: 25). This statement shows the relevance and 
need of including this aspect in a study on hedges and boosters. By comparing examples 
such as Possibly, this is true and This is not possibly true, the need for such an analysis 
becomes obvious. The positions presented in SFG will be briefly discussed. The 
original list includes the positions ‘thematic,’ ‘neutral’ and ‘afterthought.’ The list 
below includes my additions (in bold) to the original list.  
 
Positioning:  
 Fronted (at the beginning of the clause complex) 
 Thematic (at the beginning of the clause) 
 Neutral (in the middle, right next to the verb, temporal/finite operator) 
 Medial (in the middle, NOT next to the verb, temporal/finite operator, but for 
instance next to the adverb) 
 Afterthought (at the end of the clause) (adapted from Halliday and Matthiessen 
(2014: 187-190)). 
The original positions by Halliday and Matthiessen (2014), my additions to these 
positions and the related motivation for them will be explained in more detail in the 
following subsections. In this paragraph, an alternative division of syntactic positions 
will be briefly discussed. Following Greenbaum (1969), Pic and Furmaniak (cf. 2012: 
31) presented a simpler division including three main positions, namely initial, medial 
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and final. Based on their examples, ‘initial’ clearly refers to the fronted and ‘medial’ to 
the neutral positioning that I have adapted by Halliday (1985) and Halliday and 
Matthiessen (2014: 187-190). Pic and Furmaniak’s (2012) three-parted division has a 
similar focus of the positioning of adverbs or hedges as in my study. Pic and Furmaniak 
(cf. 2012: 31) employ the term medial in a general sense, but there is a difference 
between words occurring right next to the finite (verb) and others in the middle of the 
clause complex, but not next to the finite. Moreover, the word initial is general, since 
Pic and Furmaniak have used it to refer to both of my categories of thematic and 
fronted. There is a distinction in scope and epistemic strength between lexemes 
preceding a clause and others preceding a whole clause complex. In my work, I 
distinguish between these positions. Pic and Furmaniak (2012: 41) add that since hedges 
such as perhaps and maybe occur “mostly in [an] initial position, […] [they] tend to 
foreground the purely hypothetical nature of the proposition.” After briefly presenting 
the framework of syntactic positions used in my study and an alternative framework, 
there will be a more detailed presentation of each one of these syntactic positions. This 
is necessary because they constitute some of the most relevant concepts of my study. 
They are expected to produce interesting results from the two analyzed contexts, 
Albania and Italy. 
3.7.1.1. Thematic and fronted positioning 
In this subsection, the concept of theme or thematic positioning (as in the present study) 
and the interrelated concept of fronted positioning will be elaborated on. While thematic 
positioning refers to the placement of lexemes (here: hedges and boosters) at the 
beginning of a clause (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 187-190), it is necessary to 
distinguish between them and the lexemes placed at the beginning of a whole clause 
complex. That is why I introduce the term ‘fronted’ to refer to the placement of hedges 
or boosters at the very beginning of the clause complex, to present the whole following 
clause complex as tentative or certain. Halliday and Matthiessen’s (cf. 2014: 131) term 
“clause complex theme” seems comparable to my term ‘fronted,’ which offers a simple 
way to grasp the meaning or positioning of it. The authors define clause complex 
themes together with paragraph themes and clause themes. Such a distinction goes 
beyond the purposes of my study. I do not use the term clause complex theme, as I want 
to draw a clear distinction between initial-clause complex and initial-clause positioning. 
Since some of the fronted lexemes in my corpus do not modify the whole clause 
complex, I find the term ‘fronted.’ more appropriate for my corpora. Providing a fronted 
vs. thematic distinction is beneficial because the scope of fronted lexemes is usually 
wider than the one of thematic ones. Despite the fact that alternative terms to fronted 
positioning may already exist in the literature (for instance, Bondi (2008) named it 
initial positioning, as it will be shown below), I placed this category in the positioning 
structure offered in SFG. In this theory, a focus on the theme is placed. As Fairclough 
notes, the ‘element at the beginning of a clause is called its theme’ (Fairclough 1995: 
120). Pietrandrea (cf. 2008: 9-10) interestingly refers to thematic positioning with the 
term ‘prefix’, which is also used in morphology to refer to “a letter or group of letters 
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added to the beginning of a ‘word’ […]” (COD s.v. prefix). To avoid ambiguity, this 
term (explained in subsection 2.3.3) will not be used.  
In declarative clauses, it usually occurs that the theme is blended with the subject, 
for example, in The boy won a price, The boy is both subject and theme. Halliday and 
Matthiessen present the concept ‘unmarked theme’ as a mapping of the theme onto the 
subject within a declarative clause. The subject is usually marked as theme, unless there 
is a good reason for a different choice (cf. Halliday 1985: 45; Halliday and Matthiessen 
2014: 97) For writers of academic pieces, one good reason would be presenting the 
whole following proposition as modalized. This may be related to tentativeness (when 
hedges are themes) or full commitment (when boosters are themes), for instance: 
Obviously, the effect of surface atoms becomes relevant (i.e. appreciable at the 
macroscopic level) only when the number of surface atoms is not negligible compared 
to that of the bulk atoms. (CARE11MPC_37) This discussion leads to the following 
paragraph on the distinction between marked (as seen above) and unmarked themes. 
There are marked and unmarked themes as I previously mentioned. In the variant 
“you’re the one I blame for this, that’s what they don’t tell us, the theme is subject, so 
unmarked, whereas in the non-equative variants you I blame for this, that they don’t tell 
us, you and that – not being Subject – are now marked […] Themes” (Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014: 97). While the second example provided by the authors is not an 
accurate use, it definitely gives the idea of marked themes. Halliday and Matthiessen 
(cf. 2014: 98ff) present the concept marked theme as any other component that 
functions as theme apart from the subject. In relation to my topic, Hyland (cf. 1998a: 
135) similarly observes that adverbial hedges can be thematized in order to emphasize 
that the whole following clause complex is hedged. Therefore, any use of hedges and 
boosters in a fronted or thematic position by Italian and Albanian student writers is 
treated as a marked theme. Thematized (adverbial) boosters may relate to the previous 
text. (cf. Bondi 2008: 40) Ideally, they should be analysed with a previous clause 
complex included. Due to my large data, I only applied this practice for the unclear 
cases that needed the previous or following clauses. As for unmarked themes, the 
authors see the first-person pronoun I as the item which most frequently acts as an 
unmarked theme (subject/theme) within declarative clauses of everyday conversation. 
Even though their statement concerns spoken language, it hints at the higher presence of 
author-related shields rather than attribution or impersonal shields. After I they rank, 
among others, the collective or royal we, as well as he, she, it and they (cf. Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014: 97-98), which can be elements of attribution and impersonal shields. 
The concept of marked themes is useful for my analysis of adverbs whereas the concept 
of unmarked themes is relevant for my analysis of alpha clauses. 
Table 7 is taken from the study of Bondi (2008) on emphatics or boosters, where she 
paid particular attention to the scope and positioning of boosters. The results show that a 
higher quantity of adverbial boosters placed initially are found in History, as compared 
to the disciplinary domain of Economics. 
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Table 7: Adverbial boosters found in an initial (fronted) position (Bondi 2008: 40). 
 
It is clear that the initial position plays a role in the previous research on boosters. Bondi 
(cf. 2008: 40) clarifies that thematized adverbs do not only expand their scope forward, 
but also mark the interrelation of the introduced syntactic unit and the previous unit(s). 
While the concept of theme is very relevant for my analysis of the positioning of 
hedges and boosters, I take a partly different stance from Halliday and Matthiessen. As 
presented in subsection 3.7.1, I distinguish between fronted and thematic positioning. 
The examples from the previous paragraphs indicate a different epistemic strength 
belonging to fronted and thematic lexemes, with fronted ones as probably stronger (and 
with a larger scope) than the thematic ones. Lastly, it should be noted that fronted 
positioning always includes thematic as well, but a lexeme can be thematic without 
being fronted. This is shown in the thematic occurrence of certainly in I left, and 
certainly, Aurora left too. The next category that will be discussed is ‘neutral.’ 
3.7.1.2. Neutral positioning 
With ‘neutral’, I use Halliday and Matthiessen’s (cf. 2014: 187) term to refer to the 
position directly next to the “finite element” or “finite verbal operator.” The finite 
element (or simply finite) can either be a modal operator which indicates modality 
(positive: may, can; negative: cannot, should not), or a temporal operator which 
expresses tense (positive: has, is, did; negative: has not, did not, wasn’t). (cf. Halliday 
and Matthiessen 2014: 140-145) A particular feature of my study is that lexical verbs 
such as work and suggest are placed in the same category with temporals such as is, was 
and did. This means that all hedges or boosters standing next to a lexical verb are 
ranked as neutral as well. An example of neutral positioning (fitting to SFG) would be: 
3.10 She is always prepared.  
In this case, the high usuality adverb always stands in a neutral position because it 
follows the temporal operator is. It may, of course, also precede a lexical verb as in She 
always expects to succeed. A more complex example of neutral would be: She is 
probably waiting for Lucas. In this case, the modal assessment of probability, probably, 
is following the finite temporal operator is, but it is preceding the lexical verb waiting. 
A very similar concept to ‘neutral’ is ‘medial,’ because they both function in-between 
the clause complex. It will be interesting to provide my definition of medial. 
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3.7.1.3. Medial and parenthetic positioning 
With ‘medial’, I propose a needed term to indicate the position in the middle of the 
clause complex, but not next to the verb, finite or temporal operator. It might be 
surrounded by commas, as in 
3.11 […] and, obviously without any clear plan, they decided to act. 
This is however not necessarily the case. An example of definitely placed within the 
clause complex, but not next to the finite or isolated and separated by commas, is: 
Whereas in the rum-issue episode comedy is nullified and disintegrated by tragedy, here 
the two elements coexist, resulting in a definitely estranging effect. (CIAOE06FML_87) 
The term ‘medial’ is briefly touched upon by Halliday and Matthiessen, for 
example, to indicate the general action of positioning an ‘adjunct of intensity’ in the 
middle of the clause complex (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 188), or to clarify 
how ‘comment adjuncts’ can follow the component that is salient. (cf. Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014: 190) Perhaps the authors employ it as an alternate and broader term 
for neutral, but there is a difference between medial and neutral, which my study will 
reveal.  
When a linguistic device such as an adverbial hedge is not separated by commas, it 
may stand next to an adjective (which it can even modify, as in the previous example 
with definitely), adverb or others. When it is separated by commas or in parentheses, it 
counts as an external comment of the author within the clause complex, also referred to 
as a parenthetic form. ‘Parenthetic’ refers to an independent unit that interferes in a 
clause complex by interrupting its syntactical structure. A parenthetic form is usually 
surrounded by commas, parentheses or dashes. Parentetico (parenthetic) in Schneider’s 
(1999) definition means a clause or phrase within another, which functions as a separate 
entity. In my analysis, I include every hedge and booster that serves as a pause unit 
within the flow of the clause, either separated from the rest by a) commas or b) in 
parentheses, as parenthetic. Two examples of these different types of parenthetical 
constructions from the corpora are: a) After having analysed Churchill’s oratory, 
probably the greatest ever, even a brief mention of less notable orators like Mac Millan, 
MacLeod and Powell could appear senseless. (CIAOE12FML_79), and b) On average, 
the least narrative section in the corpus is ‘Letters’ (probably because of a 
predominance of comment over narration), while ‘Magazines and Journals’ are 
unmarked […]. (CIAOE15FML_65) For the former, I rank such instances as 
“parenthetic” and for the latter, I place them as “parenthetic, in parentheses.” Of course, 
they both count as medial too. A lexeme can be parenthetic in many ways without 
necessarily being in parentheses. I usually rank hedges and boosters found in any of 
these two positions as objective-explicit, even when they are adverbs, which Halliday 
and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 688) only rank as objective-implicit forms. I follow this 
practice, which will be further explained with contextualized examples in the qualitative 
analysis section because I see them as the author’s personal and explicit modal 
assessments of the proposition. If they are so explicitly separated from the rest of the 
clause as a pause unit, there is often a reason why the author would make such a 
linguistic choice. Being an external comment of the author on the clause complex means 
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that they are objective-explicit, since orientation and manifestation seem to be 
intrinsically related to syntactic positioning. However, there were many exceptions to 
my general finding, as the qualitative analysis will show. Having discussed the ‘clause 
complex-initial’ and ‘in-between the clause complex’ categories, the attention shifts 
now to final positioning or afterthought. 
3.7.1.4. Final positioning 
When a word is purposively positioned in the final locus of a clause, it is named 
‘afterthought’ or ‘information focus position.’ (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 187-
190) The writer might place a lexeme (an adverb or else) as ‘afterthought’ or ‘theme’ 
because it represents information that he or she wants to foreground. Pietrandrea (cf. 
2008: 9-10) alternatively uses the term ‘suffix’ (predominately used in morphology) to 
refer to lexemes placed in a final position within the clause complex, which I name and 
rank as parenthetic and non-parenthetic afterthoughts. For a more obvious link to SFG, I 
use Halliday’s and Matthiessen’s term afterthought. However, it can be generally 
referred to as final positioning since not every final element is an afterthought. The two 
following examples will illustrate the afterthought or final positioning. The first 
example 3.12 is taken and translated from my CIAO corpus. In this clause complex, 
chiaramente (clearly) is placed as an afterthought but, interestingly, it is also placed 
parenthetically, within parentheses. This example, which is related to the preceding 
discussion on parenthetic positioning, shows a basic idea of the interaction of these 
positions across the studied languages.  The other example 3.13, borrowed from 
Dheskali (2017: 144), shows how the bi-clausal he warns acts as an afterthought in a 
journalistic text from Albania. 
 
3.12 Sono formati da due elementi, il primo Ã¨ un numerale fondamentale di genere femmi-
nile (laddove non sia invariabile, chiaramente), […] (CIAO10MML_66)  
 
They are formed by two elements, the first Ã¨ a fundamental numerical whose gender is fe-
male (there where it is not invariable, clearly), […] (my translation) 
 
3.13 Nëse ky emigracion shumë i rrezikshëm nuk do të ndalohet, Evropa mund të bëhet një 
Afrikë e re, paralajmëron ai.’ (CAA15EXP_3) 
 
If this very dangerous migration will not be stopped, Europe might turn into a new Africa, he 
(former Lybian leader, Muamar Gadafi) warns. 
 
This subsection encloses a valuable discussion about syntactic positioning and precedes 
the ones on alternative concepts to the concepts used for my study. 
3.7.2. Alternative concepts to hedges: Evidentials, engagement markers 
and lexical bundles 
There are three alternative concepts to hedges and boosters which are related to 
evidence, engagement and frequently repeated phrases. A concept that has sometimes 
replaced or cut across hedges is evidentiality. However, I chose to investigate the 
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concepts of hedges and boosters since they display better the different levels and 
functions of modalization, modulation, degree and authorial commitment. Evidentiality 
is “any linguistic expression of attitudes towards knowledge” (Chafe 1986: 271). The 
relation between different kinds of (English) evidentiality and epistemicity is close and 
difficult to disambiguate, as González, Roseano, Borràs and Prieto’s study (cf. 2014: 1) 
shows. Chafe presents various ways of knowledge derivation from different sources. 
Writers can make assertions on the type of source or evidence, which can be direct (I 
saw, tested etc.), indirect reflected, such as inferentials (e.g. inferential: sembla ser – it 
seems), indirect mediated evidence such as quotatives (scientific: més d’un estudi ha 
provat – quite a few studies have proven) (speaker 13; cited in González et al. 2014: 9-
10), and other aspects which are outside the scope of my study.  
To return to Chafe (cf. 1986: 261ff), he includes as markers of evidentiality many of 
the lexemes that are generally seen as hedges. However, Chafe agrees with Lakoff’s 
(1973) perspective on hedges regarding their function of showing partial membership of 
elements into categories. In my view, it depends on the perspective and angle that we 
adopt and focus on. What Chafe (cf. 1986: 261ff) and others consider as elements of 
evidentiality (evidentials), in a ‘limited’ view on hedges, are treated as hedges and 
boosters by other linguists (Makkrannen and Schröder 1997/2010: 3ff). According to, 
which I rank as an attribution shield, could be considered as an evidential, seen from a 
different angle. The concept of evidentiality, applied by Chafe (cf. 1986: 261ff), 
González et al. (cf. 2014: 1-2) and Palmer (1986; 2001) overlaps with the concept of 
hedging (and epistemic modality), but as Markkanen and Schröder (cf. 1997/2010: 3ff) 
emphasize, it depends on how broadly a researcher treats and understands hedges (and 
boosters).  
A more recent term than evidentials, namely engagement, and its overlapping 
categories with hedges and boosters will be introduced. Engagement markers are 
linguistic devices that help the writer or speaker to engage in a dialogue with the reader 
(address and/or involve the reader explicitly), deal with sourcing attitudes and managing 
opinions in discourse examples: you can see that, note that, consider, must, obviously. 
(cf. Martin and White 2005: 35) Figure 4 reveals more elements of the system of 
engagement. 
It is interesting to see (in Figure 4) how engagement can overlap or include hedging 
and boosting. Within the main category of expansion, the author can entertain by using 
perhaps and apparently, which I generally rank as plausability shields. If the author 
wants to acknowledge or distance from the text, he or she would write, X argues or X 
claimed to have demonstrated. Both of these subcategories would qualify as attribution 
shields. It is obvious that distancing oneself from the text fullfills a hedging purpose. 
Hence, the obvious overlap between engagement and hedging/boosting may lead to 
several ambiguous examples in my analysis. I consider engagement as a broader 
concept which falls into hedges and boosters and it depends on the focus of the study in 
order to consider a linguistic item as part of one category or the other. The matter 
becomes more complex if one has to choose between the categories for a comparative 
metadiscoursal analysis. 
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Figure 4: Heteroglossia within the system of engagement (White 2002: 10). 
 
Finally, boosting or hedging instances may also fall within the area of lexical bundles, 
which are generally known as combinations of linguistic items that frequently and 
repeatedly co-occur in writing. An example of a hedge overlapping with lexical bundles 
is it is possible that. Example of boosters overlapping with lexical bundles are there was 
a significant, the fact that the and it should be noted. Based on a similarity with hedging 
and boosting, some lexical bundles found in the academic writing of Chinese EFL 
learners by Wei and Lei (cf. 2011: 160-161) were discussed. Compared to the two 
previous concepts, lexical bundles have a less ambiguous overlap with hedging and 
boosting, which depends on the focus of analysis and manual analysis in context. 
The concepts of evidentials, engagement markers and lexical bundles are surely 
interesting for further research in the future. For this study, it is important to be aware of 
possible alternative interpretations of the same linguistic phenomena and why certain 
interpretations are used. Alternative perspectives and concepts related to hedges and 
boosters will be presented in the following subsection. 
3.7.3. Hedges and boosters from a metadiscourse perspective 
In the last decades, there has been a growing number of researchers investigating hedges 
and boosters drawing on a metadiscoursal framework (Hyland 1998a; 2005; 2015; 
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2017; Lee and Deakin 2016; Mu et al. 2015; Vande Kopple 2012; Yeganeh et al. 2015; 
and others). Since this is an important movement related to these devices, some of these 
studies will be introduced. Shokouhi and Baghsiahi (2009) compare the use of hedges 
and boosters in Sociology articles written in English and Iranian to find that hedges and 
boosters in English were used significantly more (almost twice) than the ones in Iranian. 
From a metadiscourse perspective, they discovered a less explicit orientation towards 
the audience (hedging writers’ assertiveness) in the articles in Iranian. They claim that it 
derives from the fact that writers were not encouraged to consider and include readers 
during their school period. In a study outside academic writing, Yeganeh et al. (2015) 
use two mass-circulation newspapers from the United States (Washington Post) and Iran 
(Keyhan) to investigate cultural and linguistic differences in their manners of reporting 
the presidential elections in Iran. The authors revealed that the Iranian newspaper used 
more hedges and boosters than the American newspaper, with a statistically significant 
difference. For both studies and most studies focusing on hedges and boosters from a 
metadiscourse perspective, Hyland (2017) observes the prominence of relating results to 
cultural aspects and epistemological beliefs.  
The results are almost always discussed in terms of culturally preferred rhetorical strat-
egies and epistemological beliefs. While these seem reasonable inferences, it is notori-
ously difficult to control all potentially influential variables in contrastive studies (Hy-
land 2017: 25). 
While the previously mentioned studies follow Hyland’s (2005) metadiscurse model, 
there are alternative models as well. Vande Kopple (cf. 2012: 39) reintroduces his 
model of metadiscourse from 2002 where he offers a special attention to “epistemology 
markers”, further divided into emphatics (boosters) and shields (hedges). Vande Kopple 
(cf. 2012: 39) clarifies that epistemology markers have the function of indicating the 
authors’ stance, which represents their commitment to the truthfulness of the ideational 
material. It represents the way they signal their cautiousness in various ways (by using 
e.g.  perhaps and it is possible).  
Though, metadiscourse perspectives are relevant to hedges and boosters, it is 
necessary to investigate the underexplored aspects of hedges and boosters related to 
SFG and author commitment. These aspects are very interesting and enable the 
construction of a holistic perspective on the large framework of modal assessments 
(hedges and boosters). This is why I did not choose to use the frequently used 
metadiscourse perspective. The same applies for the following alternative concepts to 
hedges and boosters. 
3.7.4. Alternative concepts to shields and approximators: Reader-oriented 
and content-oriented hedges  
To offer a complete picture of the main concepts related to hedging and boosting, it is 
necessary to present the existing alternative concepts to shields and approximators. 
While the concepts I apply are more appropriate for a study on author’s commitment, 
Hyland’s (cf. 1998a: 156-177) alternative concepts related to hedges are very useful and 
well-known. One of the most well-known aspects of Hyland’s (1998a: 156) model of 
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hedging is his “pragmatic" (and semantic) division between content- and reader-
oriented hedges. This is shown in Figure 5. It is relevant to explain this division as it 
contains many similarities with my framework, even though our terminologies 
obviously differ. However, when explaining the ‘flexible’ interpersonal meanings, the 
higher importance stands on its meaning realizations or categories, rather than how one 
names them. 
 
 
Figure 5: Adapted illustration of Hyland’s (1998a: 156) model of scientific hedging. 
 
Figure 5 shows a hierarchical order that enable us to clearly distinguish between reader-
oriented hedges and the other scale of content-oriented ones. Reader-oriented hedges 
concern the relationship between the author and the readership and recognise the 
readers’ presence and importance in establishing knowledge (cf. Hyland 1998a: 177-
178). Hyland maintains in his various studies from 1998 to 2006 that the reader’s 
presence in a social interactive academic writing leads authors to also use content-
oriented hedges (cf. Hyland 1998a; 2006: 695). The concept is comparable to Brown 
and Levinson’s (1978; 1987) widely known theory of strategic politeness as a face-
saving act. Hyland (2006: 695) adds here that: 
First, claims must correspond with what is believed to be true in the world. Hedges 
here are ‘content-oriented’ and concern the relationship between a proposition and a 
representation of reality. 
From the quote above, it appears that content-oriented hedges have the function of 
mitigating the relation between the propositional content and a certain non-linguistic 
representation of reality. Content-oriented hedges can be further divided into accuracy-
oriented and writer-oriented, as the passage below reveals. Accuracy-oriented hedges 
seek to make the propositions more precise (omparable to Prince et al.’s notion of 
approximators), while writer-oriented hedges reduce the writer’s presence in the text (in 
the same manner as shields). (cf. Hyland 1998a: 170) As far as my study is concerned, 
Hyland mentions how moving epistemic elements in an initial position is related to 
writer-oriented hedging and avoiding explicit responsibility for claims. I consider 
writer-oriented hedges as comparable to Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 11-19) notion of 
shields. I base my statement in their similar representation of writer’s stance regarding 
the propositional information and on the fact that Hyland himself confirms that the aim 
of writer-oriented hedges is ‘to shield’ the writer from possible criticism. However, they 
differ in the point that Hyland mostly includes in this category impersonal forms (see 
examples above) where the writer is not prepared to guarantee personally the 
propositional information presented (cf. Hyland 1998a: 172), while Prince et al. (1980: 
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11-12) also include explicit uses such as I think, I had to believe. I conclude that 
Hyland’s (cf. 1998a: 170) term fits more to attribution shields and my category of 
impersonal shields but not to plausibility shields.  
Two of the types of hedges which constitute the category of accuracy-oriented 
hedges are reliability and attribute hedges. Reliability hedges such as possible, 
probably, we suspect and similar modal adjectives, nouns and verbs mainly stand where 
the epistemically possible is. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 166-167) Attribute hedges such as 
generally, essentially and almost seek precision in conveyance and encode variability of 
items from an ‘ideal’ correlation, expected result, behaviour and so on. (cf. Hyland 
1998a: 165) Hyland compares attribute hedges only to rounders but his examples 
include also adaptors such as “acidity that generally guarantees” (Hyland 1998a: 165). 
It is clear that this hedging category is in line with both adaptors and rounders. In a 
similar manner to adaptors and rounders, hedges almost negate the force of the modified 
term (e.g. almost) or indicate its degree of precision (e.g. approximately).  
In my opinion, content-oriented hedges would include both approximators 
(accuracy-oriented hedges: proposition and prototypicality) and shields (writer-oriented 
hedges: author commitment). Meanwhile, reader-oriented forms partly resemble 
attribution shields when they seek direct reader involvement (one/you would believe). In 
a general sense, Hyland (2006: 696) implies that content-oriented forms “convey 
approximations” while reader-oriented forms “evaluate, interpret, and comment on the 
evidential status of their information.” It is almost impossible to rule out one of the main 
content-oriented and reader-oriented categories due to their overlap (e.g. in my shields 
category). Due to my investigation of author commitment, my main focus is on content-
oriented hedges (in Hyland’s terminology), with a partial focus on reader-oriented 
hedges. However, I do recognise the presence of reader-orientation and the fact that 
academic writing is a joint interactional activity between writers and readers. 
After presenting Hyland’s (1998a) model of hedging, there will be a final discussion 
on my reasons for not fully adopting it. This is partly shown in the words of Diewald. 
Diewald criticizes Hyland’s (cf. 1998a: 162ff) model of content- and reader-oriented 
hedges by raising questions regarding the feasibility of capturing interpersonal 
communicative effects, as the model suggests. (cf. Diewald 2006: 305-306) In a similar 
manner to Diewald, I acknowledge the difficulty of providing an accurate and non-
biased description of interpersonal communicative effects of hedges (as Hyland (1998a) 
suggests), as my pilot study revealed. They, together with many non-lexical hedges (cf. 
Hyland 1998a: 143-145), are particularly not feasible for quantitative and qualitative 
analyses that involve considerably large corpora. However, this does not reduce the 
relevance of Hyland’s model for research on hedging including useful concepts such as 
content- and reader-oriented hedges. Hyland’s (1998a) lists of lexemes and word classes 
was a useful guide for this study as shown in the next subsection. 
3.8. Hedges and boosters across word classes 
In his largely influent work on hedging, Hyland (cf. 1998a: 108ff) accurately presents 
surface aspects of hedging, which are different word classes such as epistemic adverbs, 
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nouns etc. These numerous word classes prove how endless the area of hedging can be. 
For my study, I have selected different categories such as epistemic adverbs, epistemic 
lexical verbs and others based on Hyland’s (cf. 1998a: 108ff) categorization of 
‘hedging’ word classes. The frequencies found in his paper were also considered, 
together with the frequencies of the hedges and boosters found in my own corpus. There 
are other selection criteria, which I explain in other sections of this work. Hyland (cf. 
1998a: 108ff) offers the relevant distinction between lexical and non-lexical hedges. 
Both, lexical and non-lexical forms are used in my study with a much larger focus on 
lexical hedges, which will be explored more in depth in the next paragraphs.  
3.8.1. Prepositional (introductory) phrases, alpha clauses and bi-clausal 
realizations 
The fact that modality is a relevant and broad system of the English language is also 
confirmed by the expansion of its area of realization. Inside the clause, it consists not 
only of finite verbal operators (may), but also adjuncts inside the mood component (e.g. 
possibly). Beyond the clause, it consists of ‘bi-clausal’ realizations such as I think (that) 
and it is possible and prepositional phrases such as in my opinion which function as 
explicit manifestations of objective and subjective orientation. These manifestations 
represent metaphorical extensions of the system of modality, and that is why they are 
analysed in the same manner as mood adjuncts. This explains my choice of including 
them as hedges which are analysed similarly to possibly, may and others. In the 
following paragraphs, intertwined concepts such as propositional phrase, introductory 
phrase, alpha clause and bi-clausal realization will be introduced and compared. 
It is necessary to define the concept introductory phrase, proposed by Fraser (cf. 
2010: 23). This seems to be an umbrella term which includes all types of hedging bi-
clausals such as I believe and I think as well as prepositional phrases such as in my 
opinion and from my perspective. They both share the feature of introducing 
propositional information, located at the beginning of the clause complex. That is why it 
is considered to be very useful for the purposes of this study. After describing the 
introductory phrase, the focus shifts to prepositional phrases, bi-clausals and alpha 
clauses.  
One grammatical element concerning my selected group of hedges is the 
prepositional phrase. The prepositional phrase is a clause-like construction in which the 
process or predicator function is operated by a preposition rather than a verb and is not 
an expansion (in my view). (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 423) It functions as an 
adjunct in the modal frame of the clause. It can take the shape of a circumstantial 
adjunct (“Yeah, we were doing that in Adelaide too.” (Text 371)). Less frequently, it 
can function as an interpersonal adjunct (“Anarcho-capitalism, in my opinion, is a 
doctrinal system which, if ever implemented, would lead to forms of tyranny […]” (Text 
212)) (UTS/Macquarie Corpus)). (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 424). It is obvious 
how modal assessments can extend beyond single lexemes, with prepositional phrases 
such as in some cases, in my opinion and according to. Even though prepositional 
phrases are not as commonly used in their interpersonal meaning (in my opinion etc.) as 
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in other meanings, they are surely a very interesting and varying element of 
modalization. As it was explained above, prepositional phrases can be ranked as 
introductory phrases when they are found in an initial-clause complex position. 
Prepositional phrases and bi-clausals similarly extend modality. Bi-clausals will be 
defined in the next paragraph. 
A bi-clausal relates to two clauses (independent-dependent). Halliday and 
Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 184) employ the term ‘bi-clausal realization’ to refer to 
metaphorical extensions of modality such as I think and it is probable, which are 
analyzed in my work. Since bi-clausal (in contrast to the single ‘mono-clausal’) refers to 
two clauses, a bi-clausal realization is one of the two choices forming the wider chain of 
choices. The result is a bi-clausal or clause nexus. Fraser (cf. 2010: 23) includes such bi-
clausals as well as the previously mentioned prepositional phrases as hedging 
introductory phrases. They can only be ranked as introductory phrases or alpha clauses 
if they are located in a fronted or initial-clause complex position. I included introductory 
phrases such as in my opinion, in my view in my list of hedges based on Fraser’s (cf. 
2010: 23) study. 
After describing bi-clausal realizations, the interrelated term ‘alpha clause’ will be 
defined. A bi-clausal realization can only function as an alpha clause if it is located at 
the beginning of the clause complex. The alpha clause is the primary clause, while the 
beta clause is the following or secondary clause in the clause complex. Halliday and 
Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 687) once mention the term ‘alpha clause’ when discussing how 
the metaphorical variant I think it is so is equal to the congruent realization it probably 
is so. In the metaphorical variant, I think works as the primary or ‘alpha’ clause. In my 
study, I use the term (fronted) ‘bi-clausal realization’ to refer to all primary clauses that 
include a hedging or boosting lexical verb such as I strongly believe (that), Elton 
suggests (that), it seems (that), to modally assess the following beta clause. The term 
fronted bi clausal appears to be more compatible with the syntactic positions shown in 
my study than alpha clause. 
The previously mentioned introductory phrases can express different meanings 
related to evidentiality and epistemicity. The following paragraphs of this subsection 
will focus on the functions of such constructions in Italian and Albanian. They will also 
reveal some of the motivations behind their inclusion in my analysis. Subsequently, a 
common introductory use of the Italian introductory phrase secondo me (in my opinion) 
is presented in example 3.14, followed by a quote about its dual interpretation as 
suggested by Pietrandrea (cf. 2007: 52).  
 
3.14 Secondo me Barbara e tornata. 
In my opinion Barbara is back. 
 
Based on this and similar examples from secondo me, Pietrandrea (cf. 2007: 52) 
emphasizes the complex interaction between evidentiality and epistemic modality in 
Italian. This is shown in the following quote. 
The double function of secondo me raises the issue of the epistemic or evidential nature 
of this form. As a marker of the speaker’s genuine opinion it can be considered as an 
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epistemic. Nevertheless, as a marker of a source of evidence (the speaker himself), it 
can also be considered as an evidential (Pietrandrea 2007: 52). 
This predicted ambiguity of an introductory phrase such as secondo me (in my opinion), 
which is mainly considered a hedge (cf. Hyland 2005; Fraser 2010: 23), leads me to 
analyse it in a different manner compared to the other hedges. Pietrandrea continues by 
pointing out that due to the frequent use (19/38 occurrences) of secondo me in 
contrastive contexts, it can be concluded that this form indicates the source of evidence 
(author’s reasoning) by placing it against other evidential sources. (cf. Pietrandrea 2007: 
54) The contrast may be marked by the presence of an adversative conjunction (e.g. 
invece (instead)) or an opposition to another evidential source. An example of the 
former would be: a: Soltanto che io ho notato questo. a: It is only that I noticed that. 
B: invece secondo me Barbara comincia a stancarsi. b: while in my opinion Barbara is 
starting to get tired (Pietrandrea 2007: 53). 
In general, secondo me as an evidential would derive from previous personal 
experience or common knowledge. (cf. Pietrandrea 2007: 55) Furthermore, it can be 
proposed that: 
Having ‘source of evidence’ as its core meaning, secondo me is to be considered as a 
true evidential rather than an epistemic marker. This hypothesis is confirmed by the 
fact that secondo me is awkward when employed in purely conjectural contexts (Pie-
trandrea 2007: 54) 
Despite this quote and related examples from spoken discourse, it may be erroneous to 
consider secondo me as a ‘true evidential’ as Pietrandrea (cf. 2007: 54) proposes. Its 
supposedly frequent occurrences (19 out of 38) in contrastive contexts are not enough to 
make such an overgeneralizing claim, given the considerably low frequency of this form 
in general. These aspects are investigated more in depth in my written corpora, to reveal 
the differences and similarities to Pietrandrea’s (2007) data, as well as provide a clear 
description of secondo me and its English and Albanian counterparts. While analysing 
Albanian, Çeliku et al. (2002) presents forms such as sipas mendimit tim (in my 
opinion) as indicators of the source of information, rather than hedges. This adds to the 
complexity of this form and the need for an analysis of it. That is why it is presented as 
a kind of case study, analyzed differently from the other lexemes in my list. 
This relatively broad subsection treated concepts such as introductory phrases, 
including fronted-bi clausal realizations and prepositional phrases. It only focused on 
their interpersonal features. These features make them some of the most relevant 
elements of my analysis. The next elements (word class) that will be discussed are the 
frequent and widely known modal auxiliaries. 
3.8.2. Modal auxiliaries 
Modal auxiliaries such as may, might and could are “clear signposts that a writer has to 
use when he or she wants to say ‘I think this is correct, but I am not completely 
offended, if you disagree with me’” (Schmied 2018: 9). They are equal to the previously 
mentioned introductory phrases in the way they present author’s subjective observation 
of ‘reality.’ The difference is that modal auxiliaries present this subjectivity in an 
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implicit way whereas introductory phrases mostly present it in an explicit way. Modal 
auxiliaries are polysemous in the sense that they cover a wide range of semantic 
meanings that tend to overlap. However, one of their main meanings is epistemic (in 
this case, tentativeness). (cf. Hyland 1998a: 105) They are the most highly 
grammaticalized category of modality as Mathiessen defined them (personal 
communication, December 14, 2018). Modal auxiliaries have a high frequency in my 
corpora and were the most commonly used category of hedges in Lafuente Millán’s (cf. 
2008: 75) corpus of academic writings. They similarly had high scores in Hyland’s (cf. 
1998a: 105ff) study and many others. However, there was a restricted use of modals in 
general in his corpus of scientific writing, with would, may and could covering 75% of 
all modals. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 108) In terms of functions or meanings, modal auxiliaries 
show high overlap in their conveyance of epistemic, deontic and dynamic meanings. (cf. 
Küchler 2015: 52) It is not fully clear why, for example, Hyland included will as a 
hedge in its epistemic sense of prediction based on foreseen outcomes. In Albanian, 
mund interestingly can have the equivalents can (dynamic and epistemic), could, may 
and might, depending on the context. Modal auxiliaries would be very interesting for 
further research on Albanian and Italian. In my corpora, they had thousands of instances 
that needed to be ranked between deontic, dynamic and epistemic meanings. This would 
probably take the discussion too far from its central focus, modalization or epistemic 
devices. Moreover, as Küchler’s (cf. 2015: 52) study proves, distinguishing between the 
overlapping categories of will and may can be a difficult and long process. Considering 
the amount of my corpora of more than circa nine million words and three different 
languages with different rules and usages, I only include modal auxiliaries in my 
analysis of clusters. As a result, I am able to extend much more on the numerous 
categories and subcategories of hedges and boosters, as well as their underexplored 
concepts from SFG. The next paragraph presents modal auxiliaries as part of SFG. 
My study borrows from the concepts of SFG, where modal auxiliaries fall within the 
class of finite verbal operators (see subsection 3.7.1.2). The finite operator makes the 
proposition finite or arguable by assessing it in terms of probability (or obligation) and 
adding modality to it. Finiteness interweaves the specification of the polarity system 
with the specification of either time (temporal operators) or, as in this case, modality 
(modal operators) in the speech act. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 145) In Table 
8, various modal auxiliaries take different values, such as may, can, needn’t (low), will, 
won’t (median) and need, mayn’t, (unusual) can`t, must, mustn’t (high). Through the 
positive-negative shift, lexemes such as can, may shift from a low to a high value, while 
others such as need shift from high to low. The interesting lexeme is must, which 
maintains its high value despite the shift in polarity. Modal operators acting as finites 
have developed into one kind of realization of modality and other types of modal 
assessments, such as modal adjuncts, cannot be realized by them.  
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Table 8: The values and polarity of some finite verbal operators (Halliday and Matthies-
sen 2014: 145). 
 
This subsection provided a detailed clarification of the different functions of modal aux-
iliaries. It offered results from previous studies including this word class. It also pre-
sented reasons for the partial inclusion of this word class in my study. While modal aux-
iliaries are only partly included in my study, lexical verbs are central to my analysis as 
shown in the next subsection. 
3.8.3. Epistemic (lexical) verbs 
Epistemic (lexical) verbs are very relevant for the present study. According to Hyland 
(1998a: 119-120), they are the most transparent means of expressing mitigation. 
Epistemic (lexical) verbs cluster with the subject to form (fronted) bi-clausal 
realizations. They are some of the most frequently used hedging devices across 
academic corpora as the subsequent paragraphs will reveal. A discussion of the features, 
subdivisions and previous quantitative results on epistemic (lexical) verbs will be 
provided below. 
Epistemic (lexical) verbs have various subcategorizations. On the one hand, there 
are epistemic evidential verbs or reporting verbs, which express evidentiary justification 
deriving from reports of others (X demonstrates, Y suggested), author’s senses (seems, 
appears) or matching evidence to goals (rationalising narrators: attempt to get inside, 
sought to investigate). (cf. Hyland 1998a: 124-126) On the other hand, there is the 
subcategory of epistemic judgemental verbs, which reflect the uncertainty of explicit 
human evaluation and include the main categories of speculation and deduction. (cf.  
Hyland 1998a: 126) Epistemic judgemental verbs are further divided into performative-
speculative verbs and (conjectural) speculative verbs. Performative-speculative verbs 
such as suggest and propose perform the labelled acts whereas conjectural) speculative 
verbs such as (I/we) believe, speculate and suspect involve unobservable cognitive 
states. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 120) Another subcategory of epistemic verbs includes 
deductive verbs such as calculate, infer, estimate, which derive from inferential 
reasoning. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 121) Within the same category, it is also possible to find 
common conversational hedges such as guess, think and feel. This paragraph outlined 
the subdivisions of this relevant word class. 
Beyond the ‘qualitative’ features of epistemic (lexical) verbs, they show interesting 
results across academic writing corpora. Epistemic (lexical) verbs were the second most 
frequently used category of hedges in Lafuente Millán’s (cf. 2008: 75) study and 
showed the most frequent use in Hyland’s study. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 119-120) This 
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shows their frequent use in corpora of academic writing. The most frequent lexical 
verbs in Hyland’s (cf. 1998a: 126) corpus were: 1) indicate, 2) suggest, 3) appear, 4) 
propose, 5) seem, 6) report, 7) predict, 8) assume. There was a generally high frequency 
of calculate, speculate, assume and indicate, and a low frequency of items like believe, 
claim and propose. In addition, 80% of the verbs in the English language appear to be 
either in the simple past or present tense. When writers hedge in past simple or 
continuous, they may somehow try to detach themselves from previous actions or ideas 
by putting them in a far-away reality. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 119-120) These results are 
another motivation for me to include this word class in my analysis. 
Their frequent use across different corpora of academic writing, their subdivisions 
and their functions lead me to include epistemic (lexical) verbs in my analysis. The next 
subsection focuses on epistemic nouns. 
3.8.4. Epistemic nouns 
Epistemic nouns, such as possibility and claim, are regularly employed by writers to 
offer their beliefs in the form of an abstraction. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 108ff) In the present 
study, they are only included as part of the clustering scheme, to see how they interact 
with other expressions of modality. However, Appendix 3 shows the raw and relative 
frequencies of several epistemic nouns (probability, evidence etc.) in my corpora. These 
items were not manually checked or included in the final list of boosters or hedges. The 
reasons for this choice will be explained in the following paragraph on epistemic 
adjectives. 
3.8.5. Epistemic adjectives 
Epistemic adjectives are often employed by writers to objectify modality and obscure 
the source of judgement with the use of impersonal expressions. The functions, reasons 
for their partial inclusion in my study and the results of previous studies on epistemic 
adjectives will be provided below.  
Hyland (cf. 1998a: 130) discovered that they consisted of 20% of the overall 
occurrences of lexical hedges in RAs. In his study, modal adjectives were most 
frequently used in an attributive manner with an unspecified level of nominals. 
Examples are: possible involvement or possible mechanism. The author defines this use 
‘epistemic’ because it refers to states of affairs and abstract propositions (‘second or 
third hand entities’) rather than real objects.  
In line with epistemic nouns, epistemic adjectives are only analysed in terms of 
clustering with other elements of modality. Appendix 3 reveals the raw and relative 
frequency of several epistemic adjectives in my corpora. These items were not checked 
in detail not divided into the different categories used for my analysis. The reasons why 
I do not extend on epistemic adjectives and epistemic nouns in my study relate to 
feasibility, their frequency and meanings. As previously explained, I want to explore the 
features of my selection of circa 20 hedges and boosters (and around 40 L1 equivalents) 
with approximately 15.000 instances more in-depth. While epistemic nouns and 
adjectives are often used in my corpora (see Appendix 3), they are not always central 
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hedging and boosting devices. In Lafuente Millán’s (cf. 2008: 74) investigation on 
hedges, (epistemic) nouns occurred with a relative frequency of only 14.7 per 10.000 
words, and (epistemic) adjectives showed a frequency of only 9.9. In contrast, modal 
auxiliaries had a relative frequency of 40.5 and lexical verbs reached 30.4. Finally, they 
are frequently used in their non-epistemic meaning (also in my corpora) as in I made it 
possible (adjective) for the company to develop the X software, This is possible 
(adjective), The probability (noun) of obtaining positive results is 43 %. In my view, 
none of these uses of the adjective possible and the noun probability hedges or boosts 
the clause complex. Instead, they express an objective possibility in the ‘real’ world (as 
in the case of possible) and an objective probability which is possibly calculated by an 
expert or device (as in the case of probability). Those reasons and the given examples 
show why I only partly focus on epistemic adjectives, like epistemic nouns and modal 
auxiliaries. In contrast to epistemic adjectives, epistemic adverbs are central to my 
study, for various reasons explained in the next subsection. 
3.8.6. Epistemic adverbs 
Epistemic adverbs are probably the most relevant elements for my study. They function 
as modal adjuncts in the clause complex. Epistemic adverbs convey uncertainty 
regarding the truthfulness of a proposition (cf. Pic and Furmaniak 2012: 16). Schmied 
(cf. 2018: 9) describes them as clear indicators of writers’ opinions, distancing 
themselves from their research and negotiating for knowledge with their readers. Since 
modal adverbs are characterized by a distributional mobility, they can focalize many 
features, such as modals, adjectives and epistemic adjectives. (cf. Pic and Furmaniak 
2012: 18) The following paragraphs will present some contrastive quantitative results 
on epistemic adverbs, some of their main functions and a discussion about two of the 
most interesting lexemes from my list, possibly and probably. 
This paragraph contains two contrastive quantitative results related to epistemic 
adverbs. Lafuente Millán (cf. 2008: 74-75) investigates different word classes of lexical 
hedges such as modals (total 40.5 per 10.000 words), lexical verbs (30.4), nouns (14.7), 
adjectives (9.9) and adverbs (6.4), which surprisingly had the lowest occurrence in all 
analysed disciplinary domains. The numbers placed in parentheses are the average 
frequencies of occurrence of these word classes. His separate analysis of word classes 
across different disciplinary domains showed a similar decreasing sequence, where 
epistemic adverbs had the lowest frequencies. In contrast, epistemic adverbs showed a 
generally high frequency in my corpora and were the second most frequent category in 
Hyland’s (cf. 1998a: 134-135) study. Epistemic adverbs represented the second most 
frequently word class in Hyland’s (cf. 1998a: 108ff) corpus of RAs, with 36 lexemes. 
The most frequent lexemes, in a decreasing order, are: 1.1) probably, 1.2) apparently, 
2.1) relatively, 2.2) essentially and 3) generally. It is interesting to discover large 
differences in their frequency of occurrence within cross-cultural corpora of the same 
field of academic writing, as in Lafuente Millán’s and my corpora. It is also interesting 
that adverbs show very different results in two corpora of the same genre, RA, by 
Hyland (cf. 1998a: 104) and Lafuente Millán (cf. 2008: 75). 
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Beyond their interesting frequencies, epistemic adverbs also show interesting 
features such as syntactic positions and functions. As Hyland (cf. 1998a: 108ff) notes, 
adverbs are peripheral in the clause because different from adjectives and nominals, 
they are not syntactically integrated as members of the clause. In simple words, they are 
found in different areas of the clause complex without affecting the meaning of the 
clause-adverb relation. Since I consider clause complex positioning important to 
distinguish between different hedging styles, more epistemic adverbs compared to other 
forms were chosen for the analysis. Epistemic adverbs can be ‘thematised’ (a concept 
which is controversial), which means that they are positioned at the beginning of the 
clause complex. This action is taken to mainly emphasize the epistemic adverb and offer 
to the reader the possibility to choose alternative interpretations for the following parts 
of the clause complex, which are marked as subjective or hypothetical. An example 
would be: Possibly, X was the reason why Y happened. They are also used as intra-
sentential, in different parts of a clause complex, as in, The concept […] is relatively 
wide. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 134-135) A summary of these epistemic adverb categories and 
additional related functions and forms is provided in Table 9 below.  
 
  
Table 9: A summary of epistemic adverbial categories and related functions and forms 
(Hyland 1998a: 139). 
In a continuum of the discussion about the functions of adverbs, the functions of two of 
the most interesting epistemic advebrs from my list, possibly and probably, will be 
elaborated on. Pic and Furmaniak (2012), drawing from Tucker’s (2001) study, divide 
possibly into a primary root (circumstantial) meaning and a less frequent epistemic use. 
(cf. Huddleston and Pullum 2002 184-185; Pic and Furmaniak 2012: 13-16) More 
specifically, the three functions they present for possibly are epistemic possibility 
(hedging), circumstantial possibility (mainly based on knowledge, theoretically 
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possible) and as an intensifier (often next to could and can). According to Perkins (cf. 
1983: 90), probably and possibly “retain a strong element of objectivity” because they 
derive morphologically from modal adjectives. Comparable to may, perhaps and maybe, 
possibly conveys a low degree of probability. (cf. Pic and Furmaniak 2012: 34) These 
two statements support my stance regarding its level of probability, orientation and 
manifestation. Pic and Furmaniak (cf. 2012: 31-40) consider possibly as a ‘phrastic 
operator’ equal to my category of approximators. However, I disagree with this claim, 
as possibly in my data has shown to belong to the neustic category (thus, mainly a 
shield). In addition, the root meaning of possibly was also not prominent in my data. Pic 
and Furmaniak’s (2012) quantitative results will be presented in the next paragraph. 
Possibility adverbs and modal adverbs in general remain marginally explored within 
research on modality or modals (Palmer 1990; Nuyts 2001; Radden and Dirven 2007; 
inter alia). Tucker (2001) analyzes the hedge possibly in-depth. As shown in the 
previous paragraph, Pic and Furmaniak conducted a study on semantic, pragmatic, 
syntactic and rhetorical aspects of possibly, perhaps and maybe in two corpora of 
popularized scientific and academic writing (RAs). (cf. Pic and Furmaniak 2012: 13) In 
line with my study, they use AntConc to compare texts written between 2000 and 2011 
by native English speakers. (cf. Pic and Furmaniak 2012: 22) Their results showed that 
possibly mainly occurred initially, i.e. in an initial position of elliptical (especially 
parenthetic) clauses rather than in main and subordinate ones for both corpora. (cf. Pic 
and Furmaniak 2012: 31-40) Possibly was not frequently used in their data. They claim 
that despite its evidential basis, possibly (in its epistemic meaning) is too speculative to 
be frequently employed in academic writing. (cf. Pic and Furmaniak 2012: 39) I was not 
able to find evidence for this explanation of possibly. However, since other strong (low 
probability value) hedges such as may are frequently used in academic writings, the 
frequency of possibly in my corpora was also not too high.  
The definition of epistemic adverbs was a crucial step for my analysis since they are 
the central part of it. Their distributional mobility within the clause complex, different 
functions shown in Table 9 and different frequencies in different corpora (e.g. having a 
very high frequency in Hyland’s (cf. 1998a: 104) study and a very low frequency in 
Lafuente Millán’s (cf. 2008: 75) study) make them one of the most interesting 
categories to investigate. The last category worth mentioning consists of non-lexical 
forms, which are partly included in my analysis. They are surely interesting for further 
research. 
3.8.7. Additional non-lexical forms  
In this subsection, some additional non-lexical hedges by Hyland (cf. 1998a: 142-148) 
will be listed. Even though the presented non-lexical hedges are very interesting 
elements, which express a lack of commitment while shifting ambiguously between the 
ideational and interpersonal plane, their analysis does not seem feasible for corpora with 
a relatively large number of words such as mine. For my analysis of more than ten 
thousand occurrences of 20 hedges and boosters in L2 (and around 40 L1 equivalents), 
it is not plausible to include the majority of non-lexical forms, which would need an 
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individual manual check of every page of a paper to discover all of their occurrences. 
My pilot study, which included such hedges, led me to such a conclusion. However, I 
discovered and added a new form of non-lexical hedges to the original model of the 
author. These forms derive from the shift of values, which will be explained in more 
detail in the following subsections about my SFG approach to analyse hedges and 
boosters. In my analysis, I rank high value emphasizers such as certainly, clearly and 
total degree intensifiers such as completely as non-lexical hedges, if their modality is 
negated. Not certainly (=possibly), not clearly (=vaguely) and not completely (=partly) 
are, for instance, ranked as hedges. To establish their shifted value (e.g. vaguely for 
clearly), I found and selected the most convincing antonyms via Thesaurus.com of these 
boosters and analyzed them in different contexts. Some non-lexical hedges, part of 
Hyland’s model of hedges in academic writing, are: 
 
a) Used to admit a lack of knowledge 
Examples: nothing is known about…, one cannot exclude… (cf. Hyland 1998a: 142) 
 
b) Used to refer to constrains of either theory, method or model  
Examples: if this model works, the frequency of…will increase, my interpretation of this 
result is… (cf. Hyland 1998a: 143-145) 
 
c) Used to refer to limiting experimental conditions 
Examples: we did not succeed…, I/we am/are not able to conclude. (cf. Hyland 1998a: 
147-148) 
3.9. Hedges and boosters in a Systemic Functional framework 
3.9.1. A trinocular perspective 
As Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 35ff) advice, I utilize a trinocular perspective on 
examining hedges and boosters. This is a vital step to obtain valid results and a full 
understanding of these concepts. The three main parts of my trinocular perspective are 
included in Figure 6. I look at hedges and boosters from above to see what they mean, 
which requires considering the semantic and contextual aspects of the examined 
lexemes. Figure 6 shows how a view from above enables researchers to discover if, for 
example, a hedge should be classified as a rounder (as in the table) or an adaptor, 
depending on the lexeme and context. Furthermore, I observe these modal assessments 
from below, to see with which words they are conveyed and what the lexical choice of 
the writer is, which for hedges can be infinite. They can, for example, be conveyed 
through adverbs (see figure below), suffixes (-ish), prepositional phrases, nouns, 
clauses, etc. Finally, I look at hedges and boosters from around, to discover how they 
co-occur with each other. I am not concerned with their co-occurrence with other 
components but only their internal co-occurrence such as hedge-booster or even hedge-
hedge, booster-booster. This phenomenon is referred to as ‘prosody of modalization’ 
(Halliday 1970, 1979, cited in Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 177) or ‘clustering’ (cf. 
Hyland 1998a: 150-153). These concepts are defined in subsections 3.9.6.2 and 3.4.  
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Figure 6: A complete view on hedges and boosters through a trinocular perspective. 
 
As shown in the previous paragraph, a trinocular perspective is necessary to investigate 
all possible angles of hedges and boosters. The following discussion will concentrate on 
socio-semiotic processes, with a specific focus on academic writing and its relation to 
field and tenor. These are significant and intriguing aspects that need to be investigated 
in more detail. 
3.9.2. Socio-semiotic processes and the specific orientation of student 
writings 
In this subsection, there will be an introduction of the general socio-semiotic processes 
that language users engage in (see Figure 7), with a particular focus on their relation to 
the contextual elements of field and tenor. In this sense, student academic writings such 
as final theses should be ranked as primarily field-oriented processes because their 
authors aim at developing the field by, for instance, developing knowledge on a subject 
matter (or specific topic). This is normally more prominent in advanced PhD theses than 
in BA theses. However, there may be exceptions such as BA theses in Biology. There, 
students often conduct experiments to expand knowledge in a specific field or prove 
something ‘right’ or ‘wrong.’ Yet, a PhD thesis in Biology with a duration of at least 
three years might be more field-oriented than a BA thesis of only 3-6 months. I refer to 
student academic writings as tenor-influenced processes and not tenor-oriented, since 
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the institutional role of students may influence the way their authors present themselves 
(e.g. more tentatively) in writing. Moreover, the vertical distance roles of power, such as 
the lower status of students as compared to their supervisors, the evaluating jury and 
other experts from the audience partly shape the way students write these theses. It is 
important to point out that I do not call them tenor-oriented processes because they do 
not affect/change these social roles, as in the case of journalistic writings (editorials and 
reports). (cf. Dheskali 2017: 139) Matthiessen (2010: 5ff) proposed the persuasive 
means of modalization as a generally tenor-oriented process. I argue that within the area 
of academic writing, modalization is tenor-influenced.  
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Field (Tenor) - Oriented 
Tenor- Oriented (Theses) 
Relationship in Terms of 
Modality: Persuasion (Proposition) 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7: Circle showing socio-semiotic processes in context. Adapted from Matthies-
sen (2010: 5ff). 
 
Tenor-Influenced processes included  
are institutional roles (students)  
and vertical distance roles  
of power (lower status). Tenor – 
mostly exploring, instructing. 
 
Field-Oriented processes (theses)  
aim at building field (experiential  
domain: subject matter, topic). Field 
– mostly sharing, recommending, 
doing but also exploring. 
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The following figure displays a particular focus on the socio-semiotic processes of 
modalization and academic writing. The dark gray area is the one that concerns this 
study; the light grey parts are other related processes. Within the process of exploring, 
student writers may argue (e.g. present new claims) and review (e.g. previous research). 
One of the persuasive means of making their arguments and reviews sound more 
credible and ‘convincing’ to the audience is, among others, modalization with the use of 
probability indicators, such as hedges and boosters. 
 
 
Figure 8: Circle showing socio-semiotic processes with a focus on modalization in aca-
demic writing. Adapted from Matthiessen (2010: 5ff). 
 
To return to the previous discussion on tenor and field, I present a very general 
indication of their relation to academic writing. Figure 9 illustrates the closeness of 
‘more expert writings’ such as PhD theses towards field. It shows a higher influence of 
tenor in BA theses, with Bachelor term papers (henceforth BTP) being even more 
influenced since they are the earliest writing pieces in the process of graduation in 
tertiary education. BTPs are categorized closer to the tenor-influenced side of the figure 
than BA theses, and Master term papers (henceforth MTP) are more tenor-influenced 
than MA theses, but still less than BA theses. However, all of these types of academic 
writings are tenor-influenced and field-oriented, and their degree of closeness to these 
aspects differs within many variables, such as academic culture, student’s personality, 
scholarly context etc. The order can also be different according to the authors’ 
development in the academia. 
 
Tenor-Influenced BTP BA MTP MA PhD   Field-Oriented 
 
Figure 9: A ‘general’ indication of different degrees of contextual elements in the used 
corpora of student academic writing. 
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Figure 10 borrows from Matthiessen (2010: 5ff), who cited Argyle and Henderson 
(1984) by showing how tenor roles influence different types of linguistic interaction of 
people. The previously mentioned authors explain that people are expected to discuss, 
for instance, personal feelings more with friends than with colleagues. I added to the 
figure the 'expected' usage of hedges and boosters by students with other fellow students 
(who can also be friends) and professors (teachers). I focused on the conveyance of 
tentativeness and full commitment by this group of people by considering other studies 
that are mentioned below and my knowledge of the phenomenon. The general form of 
the figure is similar to the one presented by Matthiessen (2010: 5ff). The blue line 
indicates the interactions of students with other fellow students (who may alternatively 
be friends) and the orange line indicates their interaction with professors or university 
teachers. Each five corner of the figure includes a certain linguistic interaction such as 
using hedges or discussing about work or studies. In a hypothetical range of percentages 
from 0/5 to 55, students are expected to use much more boosters during linguistic 
interactions with other fellow students. On the one hand, their same academic level or 
institutional role and similar power role can lead them to appear more certain with their 
peers. On the other hand, as Riekkinen's (cf. 2009: 18) and Pulcini and Furiassi's (cf. 
2004: 221-222) studies indicate, they tend to hedge and appear more tentative while, for 
instance, discussing with their teachers or having their work graded by them. This 
occurs because they dispose a higher social and power role than students. As for 
supervisors, they are similarly higher in role than students and since they directly assess 
their BA, MA or PhD theses, they are also usually addressed with more hedges by 
students. Additionally, students are expected to rarely discuss personal feelings with 
their fellow students, unless they are ‘close’ friends, and very rarely with their teachers, 
unless they meet outside the academic context. However, the figure is approximative 
and only shows the expected occurrences based on the ‘social’ tenor variables of 
institutional and power role of the involved actors. There are other influencing variables 
such as academic culture (see also Riekkinen 2009: 19), personality and the like which 
can be different for every student. Yet, it remains an innovative connection of hedges 
and boosters with the previously mentioned tenor roles. 
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Figure 10:  A model of tenor relations in the academia and its influence on various (lin-
guistic) activities of students. (Argyle and Henderson 1984; Matthiessen 
2010; Pulcini and Furiassi 2004; Riekkinen 2009) 
 
This subsection focused on the major contextual variables of field and tenor, which are 
closely related to academic writing and the usage of modalization, modulation and 
interpersonal degree devices within the clause complex. As Matthiessen confirmed 
during our scientific discussion in Hong Kong, these aspects and models (figures) are 
relevant initiatives and need to be investigated in more detail (personal communication, 
December 14, 2018). Though Figure 10 appears to be more related to spoken discourse, 
it is surely an indicator of how students use hedges and boosters in general (including 
the interactive academic writing). To move to the next stage, it is necessary to define the 
clause complex and its major components. 
3.9.3. The clause complex 
Before introducing the clause complex, it is necessary to give a brief overview of 
language itself and the broader concept of text. A text can be defined as a product of an 
ongoing process of selection in a very wide network of systems, precisely “a system 
network.” The systemic theory (or SFG), a strong foundation of my study, is named this 
way because the grammar of a certain language “is represented in the form of system 
networks […]” (Halliday and Matthiessen: 2014: 23). “Each system – each moment of 
choice – contributes to the formation of the structure” (Halliday and Matthiessen: 2014: 
24). The structure can appear in different ‘written’ (and spoken) forms such as texts, 
sections, subsections, paragraphs, clause complexes etc. Clause complexes are “the 
highest grammatical units of punctuation. In the analysis of a written text each sentence 
can be treated as one clause complex” (except single clause sentences) (Halliday and 
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Matthiessen 2014: 436). I use Halliday’s (1985) and Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) 
term ‘clause complex’ to refer to relations of clauses, which are also referred to as 
sentences. In my view, the distinction of clause complex, clause nexus and clause 
represents an accurate division of the general category of sentences. Clause complexes 
are construed by logico-semantic relations and taxis. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 
2014: 432) All logical structures are either related in a paratactic or hypotactic relation, 
with the former bridging clauses of the same level (initiating-continuing) and the latter 
connecting clauses on a different (dominant-dependent) level. (cf. Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014: 442)  
Any pair of clauses connected by taxis or interdependency is referred to as clause 
nexus. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 441) Clause complexes are created through 
tactic relations and are employed as a chain, including a pair of two clauses at a time. 
(cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 442ff) These pairs of clauses contain different 
clause types. Primary clause refers to the initiating clause within a paratactic nexus and 
a dominant one in a hypotactic nexus. The secondary clause refers to the continuing 
clause within a paratactic nexus and a dependent one in a hypotactic nexus. (cf. Halliday 
and Matthiessen 2014: 442) Logico-semantic relations are subdivided into two main 
categories: expansion, which is realized through relational clauses, and projection, 
which is realized by mental and verbal clauses. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 
432) Expansion refers to the enhancement, elaboration or extension of the primary 
clause by the secondary clause. Within projection, “the secondary clause is projected 
through the primary clause, which instates it as a locution or an idea” (Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014: 432). Hedges and boosters can, for example, be found in a projecting 
mental clause as in I believe that we will win this race. However, they can also appear in 
a projected clause as in He ensured us that we will surely win this race. They can appear 
in various types of logico-semantic relations. 
A general summary of my discussion is provided in Figure 11, which only concerns 
parts (related to e.g. hedging expressed through projection) of the divisions and 
subdivisions offered by the authors. While hedges and boosters occur in all of these 
clause complex types, I explore, in particular, projecting clauses such as X believes 
(mental), X suggests (verbal). Figure 11 presents a more detailed view on projection. 
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Figure 11: Summarizing table of taxis and logico-semantic relations of the clause com-
plex (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 438). 
  
As I include various lexical verbs, which appear to be the most frequent hedging and 
boosting category in academic writing (RAs) (cf. Hyland 1998a: 108ff), it is relevant to 
distinguish the way they are used by students to project ideas and statements in their 
theses and term papers (see Table 10). Finite clauses such as whether the data 
significantly improved were included in the counting, as they are reports of questions. 
(cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 171-172) 
 
  
Table 10: Projection manifested in the clause and clause complex (Halliday and Mat-
thiessen 2014: 433). 
 
Similar to the concepts of dominant and dependent clauses, there are the ones of main 
and subordinate clauses. Minor clauses will be briefly introduced. The main clause is 
the clause that can stand on its own, from which the subordinate clause depends on. The 
subordinate clause is often referred to as clausola in Italian. There are minor clauses or 
isolated items such as certamente! (certainly!), which are only analysed if they fulfil the 
requirements of being ranked as boosters. However, they are not frequently found in 
academic writing. The other cases are major clauses. A free major clause can be 
indicative (offers or requires information) or imperative (demands services and goods) 
in its mood. If it belongs to the indicative type, it can be declarative (providing 
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information) or interrogative (requiring information). If it is interrogative, it is either a 
‘WH-’ interrogative or a ‘yes/no’ interrogative. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 97) 
It is also important to mention that the main part of the analysed clause complexes 
belong to the indicative category since they are declarative. However, hedges and 
boosters are found in interrogatives as well. 
indicative, declarative: Bears eat honey. Bears don’t eat honey. 
indicative, interrogative: yes/no Do bears eat honey? (expects either ‘yes’ or ‘no’, Don’t 
bears eat honey? (expects the answer ‘yes’). 
indicative, interrogative: WH- What eats honey? What do bears eat? 
imperative: Eat! Let’s eat! (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 97) 
Having defined the clause complex, projection, declarative clauses and similar concepts, 
two crucial clause-complex components still need to be discussed, the mood and the 
residue. The term residue will be compared to the proposition and it will be explained 
why term propostion is used for this study. The semantic function belonging to a clause 
in the process of exchanging information (rather than goods and services) is called a 
proposition. The proposition, in its basic definition, refers to either a statement or 
question. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 139) It is often conveyed by syntactically 
subordinate forms of expression. (cf. Schneider 1999: 15) The reminder of a clause is 
labelled by Halliday and Matthiessen (2014: 143) as ‘residue’, often referred to as 
proposition. However, the authors mark it as “inappropriate”, for example, because it 
only refers to the act of exchanging information and not of e.g. services. In my study, 
modal assessment devices can be found in every part of the clause complex. Since the 
category of exchanging goods and services concerns proposals whereas my main focus 
is on the proposition, I mainly use this term, rather than the all-inclusive term, ‘residue.’ 
After having explained the remainder of the clause and the acts of exchanging 
information or goods/services, it is important to explain the other more interpersonal 
component of the clause complex, namely mood. Mood is more relevant for my study. 
The following quote explains mood in more detail: 
Mood is the major interpersonal system of the clause; it provides interactants involved 
in dialogue with the resources for giving or demanding a commodity, either infor-
mation or goods-&-services - […]: statements (giving information), questions (de-
manding information), offers (giving goods-&-services), and commands (Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014: 97). 
The mood element is formed by the ‘subject’ (a nominal group), e.g. he, and the ‘finite 
operator’ that belongs to a verbal group and is part of the minority of verbal operators 
expressing modality (or tense) e.g. might, could. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 
142) The subject represents the item in which “is vested the success or failure of the 
proposition” (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 146). The one that is, so to speak, being 
held responsible – responsible for the functioning of the clause as an interactive event”. 
The subject in such clauses usually is the one that is also the actor; but not necessarily 
so, as in “I’ll be guided by your wishes, shall I? [⌀: ‘you’] Get (yourself) invited to 
their meeting, will you?” In these passive contexts, the subject is not connected to the 
actor, though it holds responsibility. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 146) In cases 
when nominal groups function as subject, they form down-ranked clauses operating as 
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head, for example // It is clear//that this process is a failure. These instances are also 
expressions of modality (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 140). This was a simple 
definition of the broad system of mood and its main components, which are crucial for 
my study. 
This subsection provided a holistic description of the clause complex, by showing its 
higher delicacy level of text, its lower level of clause nexus, clause (major and minor), it 
logico-semantic (projection, expansion) and taxis (paratactic, hypotactic) relations and 
its main components (mood, residue/proposition). A well-grounded and detailed 
analysis of hedges and boosters needs to extend beyond the morphological level of the 
lexeme. Therefore, this subsection was useful.  The three interpersonal meanings are 
other higher levels of hedges and boosters. They are presented in the following 
subsection. 
3.9.4. The ideational, textual and interpersonal meanings 
Language expresses three main meanings, namely textual (organizational aspects, 
seeing text as waves of messages), ideational (how ideas and experience are 
presented/conjunctive) and interpersonal (how we appraise and negotiate knowledge, 
seeing text as a series of bilateral or multilateral exchanges socially enacted by moves). 
(cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 45-46; Martin 2014: 9ff) This was briefly 
introduced in subsection 1. These three meanings are presented in Figure 12, borrowed 
from Martin (2014: 10). These meanings, especially the interpersonal and ideational 
ones, shape hedges and boosters. Therefore, this subsection focuses on the meanings, 
with a particular focus on the interpersonal meaning. While reviewing the work of 
Halliday (1994), Hyland (2017) points out that for Halliday, textual, interpersonal and 
ideational functions act simultaneously within the clause rather than being distributed 
into different parts of the text. (cf. Halliday 1994; cited in Hyland 2017: 20) Hedges and 
boosters, as persuasive means of language, belong to the interpersonal level, but also to 
the ideational level. Bondi (cf. 2008: 32) confirms that through the use of hedges and 
boosters, authors express both interpersonal and ideational meanings. The hedges and 
boosters used in my corpora do not only show the interpersonal meaning, but also the 
ideational one. The function of suggest in the following clause complex from a PhD 
thesis in Informatics is ideational (reporting). The clause complex is: Si ide më adekuate 
për këtë qëllim, [45] sugjeron përdorimin e Ueb-it semantik për ETL, duke […]. 
(CAR13MPMI_26) As a more appropriate idea for this purpose, [45] suggests the 
usage of the semantic Web for ETL, while […]. (my translation) Here, [45] (indicator of 
the subject, probably a footnote) is concretely proposing or advising the audience an 
action (the usage of…). I do not consider this meaning of suggest as interpersonal 
because it is based on a report of the author and a concrete action of the subject of the 
clause complex. However, it is still a tentative advice or proposal, since X does not 
impose or dictate his or her opinion. The meanings of suggest (proposing or 
recommending action or interpretation vs. communicating an idea/feeling without 
stating it directly or giving proof (COD)) demonstrate how interpersonal and ideational 
meanings interact within the same lexeme.  
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Figure 12: Metafunctional organisation of language. 
 
As previously mentioned, it is the interpersonal meaning that is most closely related to 
hedges and boosters. The corpora show this close relation as well. This probably occurs 
because the interpersonal level ensures a negotiation of knowledge and appraisal. These 
functions are close to hedges and boosters. How writers interact with the audience to 
possibly establish a positive relation and persuade is at the core of skillful use of 
language. The following quote gives a clearer idea of the interpersonal function, which 
enables speakers to choose, for instance,  
(i) to offer a proposition, (ii) pitched in a particular key (e. g. contradictory-defensive), 
(iii) with a particular intent towards you [the addressee] (e. g. of convincing you), (iv) 
with a particular assessment of its probability (e. g. certain) and (v) with indication of a 
particular attitude (e. g. regretful) (Halliday 1978: 187-188). 
This function represents "all use of language to express social and personal relations" 
(Halliday 1973: 41). For my study, I mostly concentrate on (iv) "assessments of 
probability." 
Defining the three meanings is crucial for the understanding of hedges and boosters. 
However, there is an even more important system that is probably applicable to every 
language, namely polarity. 
3.9.5. Polarity: Negative vs. positive 
An element that is essential in every human language is the polarity system. Prolarity is 
grammaticalized in every language based on the clause as a proposal or proposition. It 
represents ways of building semantic space between the positive and negative. (cf. 
Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 162) Halliday (cf. 1956: 177ff) introduces the terms 
negative and positive polarity to fill a terminological gap, to be used instead of the other 
wide-spread term ‘negation’ (for negative) or the term ‘affirmative’ (for positive). An 
issue which arises with the term negation is that it gives priority to the negative over the 
positive and does not specify the type of the contrast. The term affirmative is also used 
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as an alternative to the term ‘declarative’, which can lead to misinterpretations. The 
largeness of polarity is expressed through various negative constructions found in my 
data, such as never, no, seldom, impossible. The frequent interrelation of mood and 
polarity can be seen in equal forms such as can/can’t and will/won’t. Polarity is relevant 
because it shapes meanings. If it stays unchanged in a tag question such as It’s Jessie is 
it? (It would be!), it fosters assertiveness. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 173) By 
comparing polarity to modality, Halliday and Matthiessen claim that “even a high value 
modal (certainly, always) is less certain than a polar statement: that’s certainly John is 
less determinate than that’s John. In that sense, it always rains in summer is less 
invariable than it rains in summer. In other words, “you only say you are certain when 
you are not” (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 177). Schneider takes a similar stance 
with Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 698), while stating that polar expressions are 
stronger than modalized expressions. He even adds that the author of such statements 
guarantees for the truth of his or her clause complex. Schneider relates the use of 
modality with the lack of conditions to guarantee the truth of the content. (cf. Schneider, 
1999: 15) This was a brief introduction of polarity and its relation to modality. The next 
subsections will focus on more details of both its poles, positive and negative. 
3.9.5.1. Positive polarity    
Positive polarity functions differently from negative polarity and its instances are 
usually ten times more frequent than its negative counterpart, considering different 
discourse types. (cf. Halliday and James, 1993; Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 173) As 
expected, most of the analysed hedges and boosters from my corpora express positive 
polarity, despite the considerable presence of negative constructions. There are several 
instances such as it possibly influences and it significantly differs which place modality 
elements in a positive context. However, this aspect is not extensively investigated in 
my study. An aspect that I consider very interesting is its counterpart, negative polarity. 
The concept of negative polarity or locus of negation as well as its relation to 
modalization will be discussed in the following subsection.  
3.9.5.2. Locus of negation: Direct (on proposition) and transferred (on 
modality) 
Negative polarity or the locus of negation is useful for my study. It enables me to 
analyse negative forms in terms of hedging or boosting. Within negative polarity, 
negative constructions are categorized into direct and transferred. (cf. Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014: 162) Both categories will be presented below. An instance is ranked 
as direct negative when the scope of the negative element (e.g. not) falls within the 
proposition. Two basic examples of a direct negative form concerning my study would 
be This is possibly not true, or This is possibly unlimited, where the negative element is 
modally assessed and syntactically preceded by possibly. While there is a difference 
between not and the prefix un, both types are included in my study. When the scope of 
negative polarity is transferred to modality, the modality itself is negated from a 
preceding negative form (e.g. not, do not) as in the first example. In transferred 
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negatives, there is a switch of probability and degree values (see subsection 3.9.6.5), 
either from low to high or from high to low. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 693) 
This switch of values within negative polarity is shortly presented in the subsection of 
non-lexical forms and it will be further explored in the subsection of high medium 
values. An example would be I think Mary doesn't know/ I don’t think Mary knows. 
Here, there is a metaphorical process where a transfer of the polarity element to the 
primary clause takes place. In this case, the thinking process cannot actually be negated. 
There does also not exist something called negated probability. However, the examples 
above can be treated as non-thought and negated. These examples are comparable to 
Hyland's (cf. 1998a: 143-145) categories of non-lexical hedges, which are marginally 
treated in my study. The difficulty of detecting such hedges and metaphorical 
realizations of modality in general, was pointed out by Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 
2014: 689). The authors clarify that negative probability (e.g. I do not believe) does not 
exist, but it is a case of dressing up modality as a proposition, which includes a yes-no 
choice. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 689-690) This means that my inclusion of 
such negated forms is justified as they belong to modalization in a similar manner as 
their positive counterparts. Lastly, Albanian has a particular feature of negative polarity. 
I label it ‘enclosing negative.’ The term refers to cases in which two negated elements 
enclose any linguistic element within a clause. This feature will be clarified more 
extensively in subsection 5.1.4.1. In the next subsection, it is important to concentrate 
on a more central concept of my study, namely modality. 
3.9.6. Modality 
Within the options of polarity (yes and no), intermediate degrees are found, various 
types of ‘indeterminacy’ commonly labelled modality that function between ‘some-
times’ and ‘maybe’. Modality is the most highly grammaticalized system of the English 
language with modal auxiliaries being the most highly grammaticalized forms. Howev-
er, it is widely known that this is not always the case in other languages, where often 
evidentiality and modality interact differently than in English (C. M. I. M. Matthiessen, 
personal communication, December 14, 2018). In this subsection, there is a focus on 
modality. For a general introduction to modality see subsections 2.2.2 and 2.3.2. As 
previously mentioned, one of the functions of modality is to build an area of uncertain-
ty, where it is possible to assess or ask others to assess the validity of what is expressed. 
Modality consists of propositions and proposals (cf. Halliday 1985: 86), but I am only 
concerned with the first. A proposition can be made debatable if it is judged in relation 
to its probability. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 144) In between the expressions 
of certainty, it is and it is not, the relative probabilities (e.g. it may be) and proposals 
(e.g. it should be) are positioned. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 176)  
In the system network of mood presented by Halliday and Matthiessen (2014: 162), 
the modal deixis deriving from the branch of finite forms of the bound ‘major’ clauses 
category includes the modality type, the value, the orientation and the manifestation. 
Figure 13 provides a partial view, which concentrates only on the modal deixis. 
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Figure 13: Modal deixis, modality and the locus of negation (Halliday and Matthiessen 
2014: 162). 
 
The modality type is subdivided into modalized (including probability and usuality) and 
modulized forms (obligation, inclination), with the later not falling into my research 
domain. They express different values, orientation and manifestation. The values can be 
medium or outer, which are in turn subdivided into (flexible) high and low values (see 
subsection 3.9.6.5.). The orientation can be either subjective or objective and the 
manifestation either explicit or implicit. Another branch is the mood assessment divided 
into plus and minus mood assessments. These aspects are treated separately in the 
(mainly) following subsections and constitute an essential part of my analysis.  
All ‘modalities’ are realized as indicative as if they were propositions, and 
probability indicates varying levels within polarity (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 
692). Probability is alternatively referred to as epistemic modality (from Greek 
‘episteme’, meaning ‘knowledge’). Epistemic modality, which is parallel to the other 
two main meaning categories of modality, namely deontic and dynamic (cf. Huddleston 
2002:178), is best described by its characteristic of “the degree of probability of the 
state of affairs” conveyed by modal auxiliaries, adjectives, verbs and/or adverbs (Nuyts 
2005: 10). I would like to add that we present our statements with different degrees of 
certainty based on the supporting evidence we have and commitment to our writings. 
The concepts of epistemic, deontic and dynamic modality are briefly touched upon in 
my study (see subsection 2.2.2). However, the parallel concepts of modalization, 
probability and related concepts from SFG are central to the theoretical and practical 
parts of my study. The first and probably most important aspect I have borrowed from 
SFG is modalization, which will be explored in detail in the following subsection. 
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3.9.6.1. Modalization and its metaphorical expansion: Probability and 
usuality 
Within the proposition, with which we assert (positive polarity: it is) or deny (negative 
polarity: it is not) something, there are two kinds of intermediate possibilities: (i) 
degrees of probability: possibly/probably/certainly that convey ‘either yes or no’ and 
contain various levels of likelihood; (ii) degrees of usuality: sometimes/usually/always 
that express ‘both yes and no’, i.e. sometimes yes, sometimes no, and contain various 
levels of oftenness. (cf. Halliday 1985: 335; Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 177) 
Probability and usuality can both be conveyed in the same three manners: (a) through a 
finite modal operator within the verbal group, for example that will be John, he’ll sit 
there all day; (b) through a modal adjunct of (i) probability or (ii) usuality for example 
that’s probably John, he usually sits there all day; (c) through both of these forms 
together, creating a prosody of modalization (see the following subsection 3.9.6.2), e.g. 
that’ll probably be John, he’ll usually sit there all day. (Halliday, 1970; Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014: 177) They all represent different kinds of modal assessments of the 
proposition.  In my study, I mainly investigate probability as it is the most prominent 
phenomenon in my corpora and is expressed by a wide variety of linguistic devices (see 
Appendix 3).  
After having described the core of modalization, it is relevant to discuss the 
metaphorical expansion of modalization (modality) or interpersonal projection. As 
mentioned in the subsection on bi-clausal realizations, some parts of the language 
system represent metaphorical realizations of modal assessments or modalization. The 
projecting clause of a nexus is also a modal adjunct in the clause. Therefore, the 
grammatical metaphor builds additional structural layers of meaning and wording. 
These examples show how a metaphor fits in the structure and expands the meaning 
potential (with new structural realizations). Orientation expands to manifestation 
through bi-clausals such as I think, which has a further delicacy of differentiations (I 
think, I imagine, I would have thought, I would think). (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 
2014: 699) Interpersonal projection always includes the author or audience as projector 
as in I think, do you think etc. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 699-700) To fully 
understand this phenomenon, it is necessary to have a close look at the two examples in 
Table 11.  
 
Probably that project never will be completed.   
probability subject usuality finite predicator   
mood    residue   
 
I  don’t believe that project ever will be completed. 
subject finite predicator subject modality finite predicator 
mood  residue mood   residue 
Table 11: The interpersonal metaphor of modality. Adapted from Halliday and Mat-
thiessen (2014: 687). 
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Here, the cognitive mental clause I don’t believe, which on the surface presents a figure 
of sensing, constitutes a metaphorical realization of probability. Due to its metaphorical 
nature, it does not only work as a projecting part of a clause nexus but also as a mood 
adjunct. It functions in the same manner as probably. In such cases, there is a 
realignment in the realizational relation (semantics-grammar) where modalized 
propositions are realized as if they were sequences in a clause nexus of projection. The 
projecting mental clause covers modality and the projected idea clause stands for the 
proposition. The author's opinion regarding the validity of his or her observation is not 
coded as a modal congruent feature (in its congruent form) within the clause, as e.g. 
probably in it will probably never happen, but as an individual clause within a 
hypotactic clause nexus (of projection). (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 687)  
There appear to be very few studies focusing on modalization by using Halliday’s 
(1985) concepts and no previous study linking hedges and boosters with his concepts. In 
one of rare paper with a similar perspective on modalization, Ventola (cf. 1997: 157-
169) emphasizes the interpersonal function of hedges or modalizations of probability 
(possibly, probably, certainly) and their correlation with the global structures of texts 
within the context of academic writing. Similar to my work, she adopts Halliday’s 
perspective on modality, by investigating polarity, interpersonal meanings, 
modalization, modulation, values, orientation and more. The author, however, presents 
the combination of manifestation and orientation, such as subjective-explicit, as only 
‘orientation.’ Yet, this type of combination belongs to manifestation and orientation. 
Overall, it is generally a valid paper which shows the importance of investigating 
aspects of modalization to assess and improve its use by non-native writers of academic 
texts. 
This subsection is very important because it enables the understanding of 
modalization, its typical realizations and metaphorical expansions. Modalization and its 
hedge and booster categories are the most relevant concepts of my study. Among the 
modalization levels or realizations, the ‘prosody of modalization’ has been mentioned.  
This will be defined in the next subsection together with a new concept, ‘the prosody of 
modality.’ 
3.9.6.2. Introducing the prosody of modality  
In the following paragraphs, the concept of prosody of modality will be presented 
through a comparison with prosody of modalization and clustering. The prosody of 
modality is my expansion of the concept of prosody of modalization.  
Before presenting the prosody of modality, it is necessary to review the similar 
concepts of prosody of modalization and clustering. In Halliday and Matthiessen’s 
(2014: 177) example, that’ll probably be John, he’ll usually sit there all day, it can be 
seen how the modalization items such as will and probably as well as will and usually 
co-occur and jointly create a prosody of modalization. (see Halliday 1970; Halliday 
1979; Halliday and Matthiessen’s 2014) This phenomenon (presented in SFG) is very 
similar to clustering, which was discussed in subsection 3.4. The only difference 
between them seems to be that the prosody of modalization is presented as the 
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combination of modalized forms within the clause complex as if it created a prosody. 
Clustering represents the combination of modalized forms in whole paragraphs as well. 
The following clause complexes contain a prosody of modalization including hedges 
and/or boosters: 
 
1) certain: certainly, that must be true, that’s certainly true, that must certainly be true 
2) probable: that will be true, that’s probably true, that will probably be true 
3) possible: that may be true, that’s possibly true, that may possibly be true. 
(Halliday, 1970; Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 179) 
 
While Halliday introduces the term prosody of modalization, I expand the term by 
referring to it as a prosody of modality. I propose this term because in my corpora, not 
only modalization devices tend to co-occur, but also modalization and modulation 
devices co-occur within the clause or clause complex. My corpora show this feature, 
which is presented through the following example 3.15 from Italian English.  
 
3.15 As a consequence, the title of the present chapter should probably be modified into 
“ways of interpreting political speeches.” (CIAOE13MPL_15) 
 
It is clear that should and probably create a prosody of modality, where the proposal 
should belongs to modulation and the epistemic and tentative probably is part of 
modalization. Both items are part of the same span, which covers the whole underlined 
clause. Probably, which modifies the underlined part of the clause complex (like 
should), modifies particularly should. Despite the use of should, this instance represents 
a processes of exchanging information (proposition) rather than exchanging goods and 
services (proposal). My general finding is that lexemes expressing deontic, epistemic or 
dynamic meanings tend to cluster together as well.  
The concept of prosody of modality is useful for my qualitative analysis. After 
defining it, together with modalization aspects, there will be an overview of the main 
features of modal adjuncts. They are one of the most frequent forms of modal 
assessments, similar to finite verbal operators. 
3.9.6.3. Modal adjuncts 
An element of interest for my topic is the adjunct. An adjunct is typically realized by an 
adverbial group or a prepositional phrase (i.e. preposition + nominal group rather than 
by a nominal group). In “my aunt was given that teapot yesterday by the duke” there are 
two adjuncts: the adverbial group yesterday and the prepositional phrase by the duke. 
An adjunct or complement may occur thematically, as marked theme in a declarative 
clause (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 151-155). There are modal adjuncts, which are 
interpersonal and conjunctive adjuncts, which are textual. Despite their different 
locations in the clause, these two forms commonly constitute a deviation from the main 
principles of ordering and are not found within the residue at all. (cf. Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014: 156) In this study, I only focus on the interpersonal modal adjuncts. 
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On the interpersonal level, two kinds of modal adjuncts can be recognized: (i) mood 
adjuncts and (ii) comment adjuncts. (i) Mood adjuncts function inside the mood element 
and are tightly interrelated with the meaning of the finite component. (ii) Comment 
adjuncts function outside of (not as part of) the mood + the residue framework (and the 
proposition realized by it) of the clause. They are rather comments about this framework 
(propositional) or concern the process of exchanging and sharing it (speech functional). 
Mood and comment adjuncts are different kinds of assessment of the proposal or 
proposition. The difference between them can be found on the interpersonal basis 
(Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 157). They have various grammatical properties with 
alternative forms of realization. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 184) The terms 
mood and comment adjunct are not as frequently used in my study as other terms from 
the SFG since my study’s focus is not on the division between the two. However, it is 
clear that most of the analyzed hedges and boosters (e.g. adverbs) function as either 
mood or comment adjuncts. My study focuses on the functions or divisions of modality 
such as modalization and divisions of intensity. To understand these functions, it is 
necessary to explore mood and comment adjuncts. 
3.9.6.3.1.  Mood adjuncts 
Mood adjuncts are called as such because of their close relation to the meanings enabled 
by mood (intensity and modality), since their natural position in the clause is either 
before or after the finite operator. Their other possible location is before the subject 
(thematic) with adjuncts of modality showing a particular orientation towards acting as 
‘themes.’ Mood adjuncts can also occur at the end of the clause as ‘afterthoughts.’ As I 
explained in subsection 3.7.1, they can also occur in other positions. This will be shown 
in the discussion of the qualitative analysis (5.1) in more detail. In the following 
paragraphs, there will be a discussion about the functions of mood adjuncts, with a 
particular focus on their expression of intensity. Intensity is a central aspect of my 
analysis.  
Figure 14 illustrates the main categories within the system of mood adjuncts. These 
main categories will be further explained in the following paragraphs. 
 
 
Figure 14: The system of mood adjuncts (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 189). 
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Since the modality level of mood adjuncts was discussed in subsection 3.9.6.1, it is 
necessary to explore another relevant category, namely intensity. This is essential 
because intensity includes both approximating (proposition-related) categories of 
hedges and boosters. These are valuable means of categorizing and negotiating 
knowledge in academic writing. As shown in Figure 14, intensity adjuncts either 
indicate the degree or strength of a certain propositional information or the counter 
expectancy. Examples 3.16 and 3.17 below show degree adjuncts in context. They are 
the only type of intensity adjuncts that was investigated within hedging and boosting.  
 
3.16 This time, however, it almost came unstuck, or rather stuck in the mud. [LOB_A]  
 
3.17 Have they actually calculated all the consequences of what they are doing with their 
tanks and planes in Berlin? [LOB_B] (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 188).  
 
While the first example (3.21) shows the use of almost in modifying the intensity of a 
verb, the second example (3.22) shows how intensity can perfectly function in 
interrogative clause complexes as well as in declarative ones. This and the compatibility 
with modalization in general, are the reasons why interrogatives are included in the 
analysis.  
Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 188) argue that adjuncts of intensity cannot be 
placed as themes. They are placed finally or medially within the clause, but rarely in an 
initial position. In contrast to the authors’ statement that intensity adjuncts cannot be 
thematic, my data shows several thematic and fronted uses of intensity adjuncts, such as 
almost and completely. An example from CIAO is: Completamente diverso dai 
precedenti è il Kööpeli a cui viene attribuito il significato di “spettro del bosco” oppure 
[…]. (CIAO15FML_57) Completely different from the previous ones is the Kööpeli to 
whom is attributed the meaning of “specter of the forest” or […]. (my translation) It is 
interesting how the student writer has chosen to place completely right at the beginning 
of the clause complex and shifts the subject and verb further. What is also striking here 
is the changed verb-subject order instead of the common subject-verb order for such 
declarative clause complexes.  
As previously mentioned, adjuncts of intensity are subdivided into categories 
expressing either degree or counter expectancy (see Table 12). Adjuncts of counter 
expectancy limit or exceed what is to be expected, but for the purposes of this study, I 
only investigate adjuncts of degree. Adjuncts of degree may represent high, low or total 
degree. Similar to probability adjuncts, ‘total’ adjuncts indicate a change in value in 
clauses containing transferred negative polarity (contrast I totally disagree, with I don’t 
totally agree). These adjuncts (particularly ‘total’ adjuncts) are normally related to 
‘interpersonally loaded processes’ or ‘attributes.’ They also regularly act as 
submodifiers inside nominal groups.  
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Table 12: Different values of adjuncts of degree (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 189). 
This discussion was essential in order to understand mood adjuncts and the important 
category of intensity. Its importance lays on my inclusion of lexemes with different de-
gree levels such as almost, completely and totally. In the next subsection, the other main 
category, comment adjuncts, will be described. 
3.9.6.3.2.  Comment adjuncts 
There is no clear line between comment adjuncts and mood adjuncts due to certain 
overlapping aspects. The variation is that comment adjuncts are less connected to the 
frame of mood; they are limited to ‘indicative’ clauses and convey the speaker’s stance 
either towards the whole proposition (as ideational) or to a certain speech function. My 
focus is on adjuncts that are related to the proposition. The propositional (ideational) 
comment adjuncts act only within declarative clauses and are located in the same clause 
complex slots as mood adjuncts. They are tightly related to the line between information 
constituents and enact a line between tone groups. Therefore, commas normally appear 
next to them in writing. For this reason, they often appear medially, i.e. after the item 
that is particularly noticeable (examples 3.18 and 3.19). In other cases, they may be 
placed as a theme (thematic position), commonly as an unconnected information unit or 
in a final location of the clause as afterthought (example 3.20) (cf. Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014: 190).  
 
3.18 The doctor, unfortunately, hasn’t left an address.  
3.19 The doctor hasn’t, unfortunately, left an address.  
3.20 The doctor hasn’t left an address, unfortunately. (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 190). 
Through propositional comment adjuncts, the author is commenting either on the 
subject or on the whole proposition. In the former, the comment can either be of an 
asseverate nature (‘it is like this) or of a qualificative nature (‘this is my opinion about 
it’). (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 190) 
As it is indicated in Table 13, comment adjuncts overlap with mood adjuncts in the 
listed categories. Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 190-191) present a wide view on 
several aspects of propositional and speech functional comment adjuncts. In Table 13, 
only the categories which fit to the dimensions of the study are included. Speech 
functional types are not included. Even though they are interpersonal and include 
categories containing modalization elements such as general (generally) and factual (in 
fact, actually), they appear to portray realizations of ‘spoken’ language. Every hedge 
and booster that belongs to the analysis is marked in bold. Within this table, it is worth 
mentioning the difference in nature of significantly with the asseverative forms as well 
as the presence of of course as an asseverative element of obviousness and naturality.  
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type    examples of realizations 
propositional 
on whole 
asseverative natural  inevitably, naturally,  
of course 
 obvious  clearly, obviously, of 
course 
  sure  no doubt, doubtless,  
indubitably 
 qualificative presumption hearsay supposedly, allegedly,  
evidently 
   argument arguably 
   guess presumably 
  significance importantly, significantly 
Table 13: The propositional type of comment adjuncts and parts of its subcategories and 
realizations. Adapted from Halliday and Matthiessen (2014: 191). 
 
While it is relevant to explain the function of various lexemes that are used in my study, 
it is also necessary to divide between their different forms of orientation and 
manifestation. These two axes of modal assessments will be explained in detail in the 
following subsection. 
3.9.6.4. Manifestation and orientation  
“[I]n English there are two axes of variation by which modal assessments can be 
construed: subjective versus objective and explicit versus implicit” (Martin and White 
2005: 130). These are very relevant for my analysis. Halliday (1985) and Halliday and 
Matthiessen (2014: 162) categorize orientation as either subjective or objective and 
manifestation as either explicit or implicit. Orientation appears to represent author’s 
subjectivity or objectivity within intermdiate levels of certainty or polarity. 
Manifestation appears to represent the ways in which this subjectivity or objectivity are 
presented to the audience, which can be rather ‘masked’ (implicit) or direct (explicit). 
Writers may choose to project their statements as facts and mark objectivity (e.g. it is 
likely) or subjectivity (e.g. I strongly believe). Constructions such as it is obvious and I 
think represent projecting clauses that function inside hypotactic clause complexes. 
They are obviously separate and primary ‘alpha clauses’ rather than functioning as 
modal components (e.g. possibly) within the clause. There are other intermediate 
constructions between explicit and implicit occurrences. They are expressed through 
halfway prepositional phrases such as in all probability, in my opinion. (cf. Halliday 
1985: 333) Such forms are also part of my study. The different ways authors project 
their statements by attributing them either objectivity or subjectivity are very 
interesting. Up to now, such ways remain underexplored. These are two main 
motivations for exploring these axes of variation within modal assessments, which add 
knowledge to the concepts of hedges and boosters. 
The following list shows the most common devices that function within the axes of 
orientation and manifestation. 
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Subjective explicit: normally a projecting mental clause which is supported by an idea 
clause 
Subjective implicit: commonly a finite (modal auxiliary) within the clause and mood 
Objective implicit: clause, mood - usually carried by a mood adjunct, in particular a 
modal adverb 
Objective explicit: usually expressed through a relational clause containing a factual 
carrier, clause and modal attribute and nominal group. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 
2014: 688) 
 
As it is displayed in the Figure 15 below, the orientation (subjective, objective) and 
manifestation (explicit, implicit) categories are interconnected. As a continuation of the 
previous list, Figure 15 embodies both hedges and boosters as they may fall in each 
displayed orientation and manifestation category. The authors of these terms only 
introduce first person forms (plausibility shields) such as I think and I believe as 
examples of subjective-explicit realizations, but I add third person forms (attribution 
shields) such as he showed, Kevin demonstrates as they also establish an explicit 
relation between the proposition and its author (Kevin in this case). This relation is 
classified as a subjective piece of information by the author who does not completely 
agree to its content.  
 
 
Figure 15: My cycle matrix indicating the interconnected categories of orientation and 
manifestation. 
 
Martin and White (2005: 130-131) provide various examples of ways how to construe 
modal assessments in English. 
The subjective–objective distinction turns on whether the speaker/writer’s subjective 
role in making the assessment is overtly announced (eg I believe that he’s lying; He 
may be lying _ ‘subjective’) or is in some way obscured, backgrounded or impersonal-
ized (eg It’s probable he’s lying; Probably he’s lying _ ‘objective’). The explicit–
implicit distinction turns on whether the modal assessment is given prominence 
through being encoded by means of a matrix clause (eg I believe that; It’s probable 
that … _ ‘explicit’) or whether it is but one element of the clause (eg He’s probably ly-
ing; He may be lying _ ‘implicit’) (Martin and White 2005: 130-131). 
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The useful description above is similar to Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014: 688) one. 
Ranking probably as implicit may not be as simple as Martin and White (2005) portray 
it. There are other constuctions such as it is believed, it is suggested, X argues, they 
claim, which are not mentioned by these authors. This will be shown and elaborated on 
in subsection 5.1.3.3 from my qualitative analysis.  
This subsection provided useful discussions about the axes of variation for modal 
assessments, orientation and manifestation. It provided the five levels of these axes of 
variation and related examples. As shown in the analysis subsections 5.1.4.3 and 
5.2.5.3, orientation and manifestation represent an important blended variable for my 
study of hedges and boosters. The next subsection focuses on probability values. 
3.9.6.5. Medium and outer values  
Probability values constitute another aspect of SFG, which is qualitatively analysed in 
my study. Probability values, their different levels and their relation to polarity will be 
discussed in the following paragraphs. The discussion will include two useful figures 
that illustrate the various levels according to polarity and functions. Subsequently, there 
will be an observation by an Italian researcher on these values across languages. 
By looking at probability values across different languages, differences can be 
expected in values or degree of certainty. This makes it interesting to compare English 
texts with Italian and Albanian texts, to see potential differences. The following quote 
by Pietrandrea (2004: 2) summarizes this phenomenon: 
Esiste un numero ridotto di lingue, […] [che non specificano] né il grado di certezza, 
né la natura delle sottoscrizioni, La gran parte delle lingue permette di specificare il 
grado di certezza con il quale il parlante sottoscrive la verità della proposizione enun-
ciata, opponendo almeno - secondo la terminologia di Palmer (1986: 57) - marche epi-
stemiche “forti” (come, ad esempio, il modale must dell’inglese) e marche epistemiche 
“deboli” (come il modale inglese may). Alcune lingue distinguono più gradi di certezza 
(Pietrandrea 2004: 2).  
There is a limited number of languages […] [that do not specify] the degree of certain-
ty nor the nature of the subscription statements. The majority of languages allows to 
specify the degree of certainty with which the speaker subscribes the truth of the given 
proposition, opposing at least - according to Palmer’s (1986: 57) terminology - 
“strong” epistemic types (for instance, the English modal must). Some languages dis-
tinguish more degrees of certainty. (my translation) 
The specific values and their relation to polarity and scope need to be clarified. Within 
the axis of probability, modal operators can further express three positive values: low 
(possibly, may, maybe, possible), medium (probably, will, I think, probable) and high 
(certainly, must, certain). (cf. Halliday 1985: 337; Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 145-
181) Their values remain the same if a negative element such as not is placed after 
them, forming direct negative forms. In such cases, the scope of modality falls on the 
negative element. If not is placed in front of them, it turns them into transferred negative 
forms where their modality is negated and their values are reversed. In such cases, the 
scope of the negative element not falls on the modality. The low value operator possibly 
becomes the high value operator not possibly. The process is equal to the shift of the 
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high value operator certainly to the low value operator not certainly, equal to possibly. 
Note how the medium value possibly does not change values as it does not make a 
difference if someone says probably, probably not or not probably. “The middle row is 
unaffected: it makes no difference whether we say that’s probably not true or that’s not 
probably true (or more commonly that’s not likely to be true). However, the top and 
bottom rows reverse the modality: ‘certain + not’ = ‘not + possible’; ‘possible + not’ = 
‘not + certain’” (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 180). Figure 16 displays the different 
values that modal operators can take across positive and negative polarity. 
 
 
Figure 16: My radial of probability values and their vertical movement. 
 
The previously mentioned values are partially included in my study. I consider the 
switch of values from positive to negative polarity when ranking hedges and boosters. I 
also consider the switch of values when deciding on the placement of hedges in a core-
periphery model. However, I place no separate values to each modal operator as seen in 
the paper by, for instance, Ventola (cf. 1997: 172-175). My analysis will show how this 
phenomenon presented by Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 697) does not apply to 
Italian and Albanian for several modalization, modulation and degree devices. It is 
applicable in English, but only partly in the other analysed languages. It means that an 
instance including non certamente (dir. tra.: not certainly), has to be translated into 
different forms, which will be shown in the analysis in section 5.  
In Figure 17 below, it can be further observed how low and high values may 
convert, depending on the type of polarity assigned and how medium values remain 
intact. Figure 17 includes useful examples in context. 
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Figure 17: The shift of values of modal assessments between negative and positive     
polarity. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 697) 
 
All in all, probability values help defining hedges and boosters, including their lexical 
and non-lexical forms. By acknowledging this fact, I analyze the shift of values from 
high to low and vice-versa (see Subsection 5.1). A quantitative analysis of such shifts 
would surely be interesting for further studies. In the following subsection, there will be 
a discussion of three contextual aspects, tenor, field and mode. As it will be shown, 
tenor and field are particularly relevant for my research because they help explaining 
the results in section 5.  
3.9.7. The context: tenor, field and mode 
The three metafunctions (intrinsic functionality), namely ideational, interpersonal and 
textual, interact with the context they are found in. (cf. Martin 2014: 10-12) Context is 
construed through situation types or contextual elements such as field, tenor and mode. 
The contextual element of field represents the nature/domain of activity such as subject 
matter and topic. Tenor is related to the values of interactants, which may be neutral, 
negatively or positively loaded and their roles, which may be institutional, status-power, 
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contact-familiarity, etc. Finally, mode concerns the role and labour division of language 
and other semiotic activities. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 37) The interpersonal 
metafunctions of negotiation and appraisal shape tenor, textual identification and 
periodicity compose mode and the metafunctions of ideation and conjunction construe 
field. (cf. Halliday 1973; Martin 2014: 10) However, these functions are not only bound 
to one contextual element and may also relate to other elements. An example is the 
interpersonal function operating within the contextual element of field. After this useful 
introduction to context and its relation to the three metafunctions, there will be a 
discussion of tenor (and field), supported by two previous studies that consider these 
variables. My working definition will be presented as a summarizing point of all the 
concepts treated in this literature review section. 
From the preceding discussion on context, one feature emerged that is particularly, 
but not exclusively related to interpersonal hedges and boosters, namely tenor. Tenor 
has been a solid basis of interpretation for several studies, which relate different 
quantities and levels of author commitment depending on the role of writers. Contrarily 
to authors of undergraduate textbooks (Hyland 2000b) and popular science articles 
(Fahnestock 1986), who use few hedges as their statements include factual knowledge, 
novice writers such as students employ many hedges. This occurs because novice 
writers have to convince a more expert and experienced audience of their arguments or 
calculate the possibility of their claims being proven wrong. (Fahnestock 1986; Hyland 
2000b; cited in Hyland 2006: 696) This occurs due to the influence of tenor on its 
features, such as the institutional role of the discourse participants and their ‘vertical’ 
power role (see subsection 3.9.2). Tenor differences and relations can be very 
categorical and large (C. M. I. M. Matthiessen, personal communication, December 14, 
2018). There are other independent variables such as personality, academic culture etc. 
that influence such linguistic behaviours. However, acknowledging the influence of 
tenor in the usage of hedges and boosters leads to an interesting interpretation of such 
usages. It is an alternative to the majority of studies that interpret such usages based on 
cultural generalizations.  
Based on such concepts, Cameron et al. (1988) and Riekkinen (cf. 2009: 18) look at 
hedges from the aspect of tenor: power, respectively using broadcast data and final 
thesis defences. They both argue that people in a lower or ‘powerless’ position tend to 
use significantly more hedges (twice as often, according to Cameron et al. (1988)) than 
people in a higher, ‘powerful’ position. While my study does not focus on such 
distinctions, it includes some important considerations of tenor and field. The latter is 
mentioned because I consider student academic writings partly field-oriented, due to 
their purpose of expanding knowledge in a subject matter or topic. Apart from their 
relation to tenor, student academic writings show an orientation towards field. 
Therefore, student writers are expected to use a certain amount of modalization, 
modulation and degree devices such as hedges and boosters. Yet, finding previous 
studies that investigate such aspects was not possible. This was explained in more detail 
in subsection 3.9.2. That is why it is important to review the studies by Cameron et al. 
(1988) and Riekkinen (2009) and consider tenor and field when interpreting the results 
of my study. 
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As a summary of the mentioned aspects of hedges and boosters, I present my 
working definition for this study, which gathers concepts from previous literature 
(Halliday 1985; Halliday and Matthiessen 2014; Lafuente Millàn 2008; Hyland 1998a; 
2005; 2017; Prince et al. 1980; Salager-Meyer 1994; Singleton 2013). Hedges (possibly, 
almost, I think) and boosters (certainly, completely, demonstrate) are numerous lexical 
and non-lexical items, which express various degrees of an authors’ direct and indirect 
commitment regarding the probability and usuality of the expressed proposition. They 
are modalization, modulation and degree devices that interweave interpersonal and 
ideational socio-semiotic processes on a semantic level (approximators), pragmatic level 
(shields), and display an interaction of both (shields and approximators). These 
modalization, modulation and degree devices express different forms of manifestation, 
orientation, prosody of ‘modality’ as well as syntactic positioning, approximation, 
shields and polarity. They depend on, among other variables, tenor, education, linguistic 
affordances and academic culture, within student academic writing. 
The useful discussions about the three contextual aspects of tenor, field and mode, 
their relation to the ideational, interpersonal and textual metafunctions, the few studies 
focusing on hedges and boosters in relation to tenor and my final working definition 
shed light to important variables for my study such as tenor. These discussions enclose 
the literature review section and lead to the methodology section. 
4. Methodology 
In this methodology chapter, relevant aspects such as corpus linguistics, corpus 
compilation and compilation problems, my research questions, my hypotheses and 
framework will be discussed. This will offer a more accurate overview of the different 
layers of my study such as the process of data collection and the way this data will be 
effectively used.  
Picture 3 below shows the general framework of my study. The left arrow indicates 
the comparison of Albanian with Albanian English whereas the right one indicates the 
comparison of Italian with Italian English. The upper arrow indicates the comparison of 
both nationalities in English writings whereas the lower arrow indicates the L1 
comparison, which is less frequent than the L2 comparison. All corpora will be 
investigated and compared to one another in different parts of my analysis. The center 
of the figure shows possible factors that influenced the comparison, particularly the L1-
L2 comparison. Some of them (e.g. tenor, academic culture, disciplinary domain, and 
genre) are more central in this study. Most of these factors were explained in subsection 
2.4. 
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Picture 3: General framework of my corpora and related comparisons. 
 
After this general introduction to the framework of my comparative analysis, a more 
specific framework including most of the concepts analysed in this study will be 
provided. 
4.1. A framework of all treated aspects of hedges and boosters 
The following figure summarizes most of the aspects treated in this study, which were 
separately explained in the previous sections and subsections. Through its hierarchical 
structure, the figure I created respects the delicacy levels of SFG.  Every aspect belongs 
to the clause complex, which consists of the mood and its further subdivisions presented 
with clear examples. I did not include the further divisions of emphasizers and 
intensifiers, to avoid (figure) complexity and because they were not part of my 
quantitative analysis. Emphasizers are the counterparts of shields. Therefore, they could 
be divided into ones expressing attribution (e.g. Modafferi demonstrates, Xinlei shows) 
and ones conveying plausible reasoning (e.g. definitely, I am convinced, I strongly 
believe). On the other side, I consider intensifiers as counterparts of approximators. That 
is why I would place the ‘lexical’ type of intensifiers that indicate degrees of gradable 
objectives (extremely cautious) within a scale on a similar level with adaptors. 
Additionally, I would compare the type of intensifiers that show the endpoint (totally 
different) of a certain scale to rounders. This is a general perspective, which needs a 
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more in-depth analysis. However, this is not the purpose of this study. There is a 
problem with the comparison of the predominantly numerical rounders with the more 
lexical intensifiers that show an endpoint of a scale. Yet, this is not the case with 
rounders such as approximately and almost, which are essentially equal with intensifiers 
showing an endpoint, such as totally and completely, in the sense that they both show a 
scale either of numbers or other objects/persons. Another relevant aspect of the figure is 
the vertical form of polarity (negative, positive) with modality (modalization), standing 
as an intermediate point between the positive and negative. The figure is useful in 
illustrating the holistic perspective that is adapted in my study. 
 
 
  
Figure 18: A summary of the concepts treated in this study. (Bondi 2008; Halliday and 
Matthiessen 2014; Lafuente Millán 2008; Prince et al. 1980; Quirk et al. 
1985; Salager-Meyer 1994) 
 
In the following subsection, the discussion will move from theoretical aspects to the 
more practical presentation of my research questions.  
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4.2. Research questions and hypotheses 
This subsection introduces my research questions and related hypotheses. Five major 
research questions have been developed in order to compare attitudes of Albanian and 
Italian students found in their academic writings: 
 
1. What are the qualitative differences and overlaps in the use of hedges, boosters and 
their semantic and pragmatic subcategories across the corpora? 
2. What choices do students make in the usage of hedges and boosters: positioning, 
orientation, manifestation, and prosody of modalization?  
3. What are the quantitative differences in using hedges, boosters, and their semantic 
and pragmatic subcategories across the corpora? 
4. What are the quantitative differences in the usage of hedges and boosters: 
positioning, orientation, manifestation, and prosody of modalization? 
5. What is the role of gender and genre (developments from early to later texts (writers)) 
in the usage of hedges and boosters? 
 
For all research questions, the comparison is across the corpora. The first research 
question seeks to analyze the use of hedges, boosters and their predominately semantic 
subcategories, such as approximators and intensifiers, and mainly pragmatic ones, such 
as shields and emphasizers, in qualitative terms. Subcategories also cover further 
delicacy levels of shields (plausibility, attribution and impersonal) and approximators 
(frequency, quantity, degree, limitation and probability). The second research question 
combines both hedges and boosters to discover different types, prototypical and 
outstanding examples of their co-occurrence (prosody of modalization in Halliday and 
Matthiessen’s (2014) terminology), orientation/manifestation (subjective or objective, 
implicit or explicit) and where Albanian and Italian students position these hedges and 
boosters. The third research question compares all aspects covered in the first research 
question, but from a quantitative point of view. The fourth research question is the 
quantitative version of the second research question and regards the frequency of the 
same concepts of SFG across the L1 and L2 corpora. The fifth research question seeks 
to analyze the usage and frequency of hedges and boosters by considering the relevant 
variables of gender and genre and their role. In that sense, it is really interesting to see if 
females are more tentative and hedge more often than males or if BA students would 
use fewer hedges and boosters than PhD students. 
After introducing the research questions, it is necessary to discuss the related 
hypotheses. The first research hypothesis is as follows: There will be a context-
dependent variation in the proposition-oriented and author-oriented categories found 
within the same hedge, booster and related subcategories. The variation supports the 
general claims of Varttala (cf. 2001: 11-12) and Skelton (cf. 1988: 38), and it is 
different from Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 6ff) original theory, which categorizes hedges in 
a clear-cut manner. The second research hypothesis is as follows: Across the corpora, 
there will be a hedge-booster type of occurrence of the prosody of modalization, and, 
depending on the syntactic positioning and context, the same hedge or booster will 
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express different combinations of orientation and manifestation. This would provide 
additional findings on these concepts of SFG related to hedges and boosters, as 
introduced by Halliday (1985) and Halliday and Matthiessen (2014). These hypotheses 
derive from my experience as a native speaker of Albanian and a proficient speaker of 
Italian as well as my long-term contact with both academic cultures. As it can be 
noticed, they also relate to previous theories and my initial interviews with expert 
informants (teachers, heads of English departments) from Italian and Albanian 
universities. Therefore, the third research hypothesis is as follows: Italians will use 
significantly more hedges and boosters than Albanian students, hedges will be generally 
more frequently used than boosters and their author-related subcategories (emphasizers 
and shields) will prevail across the corpora. The corresponding null hypothesis is that 
there will be no significant difference in the use of hedges and boosters by Italians and 
Albanian students, and that there will be no significant difference between hedges and 
boosters in general. The fourth research hypothesis is as follows: There will be a 
significant difference in the use of the previously mentioned concepts of SFG related to 
hedges and boosters, such as a higher occurrence in a neutral position and in an 
objective implicit manner. In this case, the null hypothesis is that there will be no 
significant difference in the use of concepts of SFG related to hedges and boosters, such 
as a higher occurrence of hedges and boosters in a neutral position and in an objective 
implicit manner (as compared to their parallel categories). The fifth hypothesis is that 
there will be a more frequent use of hedges by female students and students will use 
more hedges and boosters in their ‘later’ texts (PhD theses), during their BA-MA-PhD 
progress. These research questions and hypotheses are grounded in the field of Corpus 
Linguistics, which will be defined in the next subsection. 
4.3. Corpus linguistics 
Before defining Corpus Linguistics, it is necessary to clarify what a corpus is. A corpus 
is a “systematic compilation of naturally occurring language” (Friginal 2018: 12), which 
serves as a primary dataset that serves for analyses of forms, functions and differences. 
Freddi (2014: 10) defines a corpus as follows: 
[…] un corpus in linguistica è un insieme di testi (o parti di testi) che si assume essere 
rappresentativo dello stato di una lingua […] al fine di ottenere una descrizione com-
plessiva. Esso dunque è un campione estratto da una popolazione più ampia ed è stato 
selezionato per condurvi un qualche tipo di analisi linguistica. 
[…] a corpus in linguistics is a collection of texts (or parts of texts) that is assumed to 
be representative of the state of a language […] with the purpose of achieving a com-
plex description. Therefore, it is a sample collected from a larger population and it has 
been selected to conduct a certain type of linguistic analysis. (my translation) 
The quote from Freddi’s book Linguistica dei Corpora (Linguistics of the Corpora: my 
translation) provides a general view on what a corpus is. Moreover, Freddi emphasizes 
the importance of controlling its variables and offering a ‘balanced’ representativeness. 
She adds that a corpus is (and has to be) a collection of authentic data, but its collection 
is often limited by copyright or privacy issues. (cf. Freddi 2014: 11) As authentic means 
146 
  
that the language production was not artificially invented by the linguist (e.g. guided 
tasks/exams, participants informed beforehand), I confirm that my corpus contains 
authentic language production of written term papers and various theses. 
McEnery and Hardie (2012: i) observe that a corpus should be representative in 
relation to both common and uncommon cases, so the size of a corpus also needs to be 
large enough for the analysis. The corpus has to be machine recognizable, since corpus 
linguistics is aided by the computer. My corpus fulfills the mentioned criteria of a large 
size and representativeness. Moreover, the transformation of word files into text files for 
AntConc was applied to make the corpus ‘machine recognizable.’ The previous 
discussion clarified what a corpus is and when it can be considered representative.  
Corpus Linguistics, as McEnery and Hardie (2012: i) clarify, is “the study of 
language data on a large scale, computer-aided analysis of very extensive collections of 
transcribed utterances or written texts.” Corpus Linguistics is an effective practice that 
enables researchers to do comparative and quantitative analyses of language 
occurrences. Therefore, based on this framework, my study will adopt both qualitative 
and quantitative methods of analysis to observe different patterns. Similar to Hyland 
(1998a), Panajoti (2015), Toska (2015) and Küchler (2015), my analysis will 
concentrate on the quantitative frequencies and the actual context-based uses in typical 
clause complexes. As Hawkes (2012: 104) comments, “whilst it is not possible to rely 
on substantial empirical evidence from previous studies [in my case on Albanian 
students’ academic writings], to support my study’s observations, this is precisely 
because the study charts new territory […].” After defining terms such as Corpus 
Linguistics and corpus, it is possible to describe the most relevant stages of my corpus 
compilation.  
4.4. Corpus compilation 
One of the most important stages of every study including a corpus-based analysis is the 
corpus compilation, unless the researcher makes use of an already existing corpus. In 
this subsection, it will be explained how the corpora were compiled for my analysis. 
There will be a general introduction to my research trips including data collection. This 
will be followed by discussions of various ‘complex’ stages of corpus compilation such 
as text provision, text selection, text processing, corpus design and corpus ‘cleaning.’ In 
the last part of this subsection, there will be an introduction to the final result of my 
corpus compilation, namely all features of the corpora such as gender, disciplinary 
domain, number of words etc. These aspects constitute one of the most relevant and 
broad parts of my methodology.  
The four corpora of Albanian, Albanian English, Italian, and Italian English were 
respectively collected during a research trip to Italy and two research trips to Albania. I 
went on a research trip to Italy from 07 November to 22 December 2015 and visited 
several universities, including the universities of Modena, Pavia, Turin, Vercelli etc. 
During this period, I was given access to the libraries of Pavia, Modena and Vercelli, 
where I could retrieve all necessary books for my literature review and access 
electronical data (e.g. in Modena). I had to manually scan hundreds of pages from more 
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than five Italian books. In this manner, I collected parts of the material used for my 
literature review. The other books were found through individual research. I also 
conducted some interviews with Italian teachers. Additionally, with the purpose of 
receiving academic writings, I personally asked students and sent more than 100 emails 
to Italian students and teachers. Through this practice, I received several authentic texts 
from students, and teachers who asked the permission of their previous 
supervised/taught students. Lastly, I found and used the online repositories of around 
ten Italian universities to retrieve electronical papers. In my two trips to Albania (first 
trip: 10 May to 28 June 2016; second trip: 03 October to 19 Novermber 2016), I 
personally collected data from students and teachers, met teachers at the universities of 
Vlora, Durrës and Tirana, and also interviewed a few of these teachers. Additionally, I 
collected books from public libraries and taught a session on hedges at the University of 
Durrës. Also here, I met Albanian academics in person and sent numerous emails to 
teachers. These three research trips and additional online research enables me to 
successfully complete my corpus compilation. 
One of the challenges of corpus compilation was related to text provision. One 
Italian university only contained hard copies of theses. Therefore, due to feasibility 
reasons, I only collected very few texts personally from students in this university. In a 
similar way, the universities of Durrës and Vlora did not have online repositories. There 
were also restrictions from the universities and libraries. At the library of the University 
of Vercelli, for instance, I was only allowed to have access to a maximum of two texts 
per day. However, after visiting the library daily and personally meeting teachers and 
students for more than two weeks in a row, I was able to collect a considerable number 
of MA and BA theses and term papers from this university. Even though I received 
valuable help from several Albanian and Italian teachers, many of them showed 
scepticism towards the data collection or lack of interest in providing help. Several 
teachers did not answer to my emails, did not provide me with the contact information 
of their students and did not ask students for their texts. The same happened with the 
hundreds of emails I sent to Albanian and Italian students. Only a few students sent me 
their texts. As Schmied warns, many texts (including PhD theses) are sometimes not 
downloadable. (cf. Schmied 2013: 152) In a similar manner, I also found many texts 
that were either not downloadable or showed only parts such as the abstract, 
acknowledgements, introduction, one literature section, or conclusion. The aspect of 
text provision is closely related to text selection. Apart from the availability of data, 
researchers should also make a careful selection of the data. 
During the text selection process, I faced several challenges related to the university 
repositories and the background information provided in the texts. There were some 
repository or platform problems such as unorganized and limited search options. 
Therefore, it was difficult to create balanced corpora. Every university had a completely 
different repository structure. Some were not accessible whereas others were 
unorganized with texts placed in wrong folders or titles, empty folders, complex 
navigation systems etc. Most importantly, at the University of Modena, only texts that 
fulfilled certain quality requirements were included in the online repository, which 
threatened the representativeness of my corpora. However, through the collection of 
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several texts directly from the students, I was able to minimize this threat. Moreover, I 
excluded three texts (PhD theses) from my Albanian corpus which belonged to a 
minister from the Albanian government in 2015 and two of my former teachers at the 
University of Vlora. The text written by the minister was excluded because it was 
written by a public figure, which is not the case with the rest of the files from my four 
corpora. The texts by my former teachers were excluded because, apart from possibly 
leading to subjective interpretations by the researcher, their authors had been teaching at 
university from several years prior to starting their PhDs. This led me to rank them as 
expert writers and exclude their theses from the Albanian corpus. I also made sure that 
all included writers were Italian. Whenever I was not sure, I researched the authors’ 
background. From this research and for having a foreign surname, for example, some 
authors were excluded from the corpora. 
There were a few cases where there was no clear information regarding the specific 
disciplinary domain or subdomain of text or the gender of the author. This made text 
selection more difficult. In a few texts, the names of the authors were ambiguous in 
terms of gender. Among three Italian authors named ‘Andrea’, there was, for instance, 
one with no additional information (on the title page) such as studentessa (female 
student), dottoressa (female PhD), which could have revealed his or her gender. The 
problem is that in German, Swedish, English and other languages, ‘Andrea’ is 
predominately a female’s name, while in Italian it is mainly a male’s name. Hence, I 
had to search for the author online, to find out that it was actually a male. Sometimes, 
there was no indication on the discipline or sub-discipline where the text belonged to. 
One of these cases included a text from Medicine within CAR, which I have named 
CAR12FPM_36. To find out its disciplinary subdomain, I had to manually check the 
text. After the search, I concluded that it belongs to the branch of Visceral and Vascular 
Surgery. Sometimes the information on the text’s disciplinary domain was easily 
retrievable (in English) in the title page, but in many cases, it needed to be translated 
from Italian or Albanian. For some Economy terms, I had to use online dictionaries such 
as Reverso Context, to find appropriate translations, which I personally evaluated in 
terms of accuracy. Politica economica was translated into economical policy (Reverso 
Context s.v. politica economica). Another online dictionary, Word Reference suggested 
the following translation: Economia Aziendale: Business Administration or Business 
Economics (WordReference s.v. economia aziendale). Moreover, I personally translated 
terms such as Chimica del Farmaco: Pharmaceutical Chemistry, Fisica: Physics, 
Astrofisica e Fisica Applicata: Physics: Astrophysics and Applied Physics. Transborder 
Policies for Daily Life-Sociologia dell Ambiente e del Territorio: Transborder Policies 
for Daily Life-Environmental and Territorial Sociology. (my translation) Sometimes, 
the translation was found within the text itself, as it contained both English and Italian 
versions of the disciplinary domain or subdomain. One text, for instance, had both 
versions in the title page: Chemical and Pharmaceutical Sciences and Technologies and 
Scienze E Tecnologie Chimiche e Farmaceutiche. These were some additional 
challenges related to text selection. Text selection is followed by text processing, where 
texts are prepared for the analysis. 
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After mentioning challenges such as translating disciplinary subdomains and finding 
out the authors’ gender, it is necessary to describe the challenges related to selecting and 
deciding on the specific disciplinary domains and subdomains of the texts. Bondi points 
out that the definition of different disciplines can be quite problematic. (cf. Bondi 2008: 
52) These difficulties will be discussed through examples from my corpora. In order to 
divide the texts according to the various disciplinary domains (e.g. Chemistry), I 
checked every single text based on their title and table of contents to find out if the text 
had more characteristics of this or that disciplinary domain. Sometimes, the title 
indicated that the text pertained to one disciplinary domain (e.g. Languages), but the 
table of content showed a higher inclination towards another disciplinary domain (e.g. 
Social Studies). In such circumstances, I opted for placing the name of the ‘more 
present’ disciplinary domain in the beginning of the description of the text, as in 
Chemical Sciences (+Medicine and Pharmacology). However, I did not categorize a text 
as equally belonging to two disciplinary domains, unless both domains were given a 
noticeable proportion within that text. During this process, I found interesting mixtures 
of disciplinary domains within the same text. In one case, a text focused on Economy 
from a Physics perspective. In this case the domain was ranked as Physics+Economy. In 
other cases, a text had more characteristics from one disciplinary domain than from 
another. A few texts had more Computational aspects (e.g. they were more related to 
computer programs or computer experiments), which encompasses Computational 
Sciences. For these texts, I placed them under the main category of Mathematics and 
Informatics, with the further description as belonging to Computational Sciencies 
(+Informatics). My category Languages and Literature covers all texts focusing on the 
analysis, enhancement and transmission of language. Among its different subdomains 
such as Linguistics, Translation Studies, TESOL and Literature, Literature was a more 
distinct and narrative disciplinary domain, from where a considerable number of texts 
derived. The different characteristics of this disciplinary domain as well as the high 
number of texts deriving from it, led me to name the category as Languages and 
Literature. Though, I admit that Literature also belongs to Language Studies. Social 
Studies include texts from various research domains such as Psychology, Psychiatry, 
Political Sciences and other ‘social’ domains. However, Economy is presented as a 
separate category since it includes more texts. I blended together Informatics and 
Mathematics for several reasons. First of all, there were only a few retrievable texts 
from either one or the other in many universities. Secondly, a blending was possible due 
to their similar membership into the category of ‘hard sciences’ and the prominent 
presence of mathematical formulae and practices in texts from Informatics. The 
discussion on the complexity of defining disciplinary domains and ranking texts 
accordingly will be continued in the following paragraph.  
As the variability within the disciplinary domains was evident, I wrote an additional 
description on the texts in excel. Table 14 below shows an example of the complexity of 
dividing papers into different subdisciplinary domains. The Chemistry domain had 
several subdomains. 
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Chemistry division 
(In)organic Chemistry 
(In)organic Chemistry 
Analytical Chemistry (Modern Instrumental Methods) 
Environmental Chemistry 
Environmental Chemistry (of the substance) 
Analytical Chemistry 
Environmental Chemistry 
Environmental Chemistry (of the substance) 
Table 14: The division of disciplinary domains represented by the   
 division of Chemistry into different subdomains. 
Such a variety of subsections or subdomains can be found within most of the major 
disciplinary domains of my corpora. This was done through random sampling, which 
ensures a higher representativeness for these domains and their subdomains. Every 
paper (except one) from Chemistry within CAR gave no specific indication on the 
particular domain or focus within the large field of Chemistry. This required that I 
manually check the texts and decide to which domain they belong. I opted, for example, 
for Environmental Chemistry rather than Green Chemistry for two texts. While 
checking the texts, I perceived that their authors were exploring the (bio) chemical 
phenomena taking place in natural environments (Environmental Chemistry), rather 
than trying to minimize the potential pollution at its point of supply (Green Chemistry).  
According to Nature.com (2018): 
Environmental chemistry is the study of chemical processes that occur in water, air, 
terrestrial and living environments, and the effects of human activity on them. It in-
cludes topics such as astrochemistry, atmospheric chemistry, environmental modelling, 
geochemistry, marine chemistry and pollution remediation. 
The matter of disciplinary domains is obviously a complex one as these paragraphs 
showed. I took the example of Chemistry as a representative case for the other included 
disciplinary domains, which showed similar problems. All of these aspects are related to 
text selection and partly, text processing and corpus design. The next paragraph will 
focus on corpus design. 
There were also some corpus design issues, such as the internal variation of 
characteristics of a text: differences in (argumentation) structure (Biber and Jones 2009: 
1289). The difficulty was to find a balanced number of texts by males and females or 
from a certain disciplinary domain and year. “In many English Departments male 
students are hard to find” (Schmied 2011: 17). However, I surpassed this difficulty and 
included equal numbers of males and females. Sometimes the same author has written 
more than one text, which mostly occurs in the Albanian English corpus. Moreover, 
most of the PhD theses included in the Albanian English corpus were produced by 
Albanian students studying at Italian universities, which may influence the way they 
write academically. The Italian university conventions, instructions and general 
environment may have influenced their academic writing. However, I made sure to 
check that they had either previously studied and/or lived in Albania or had 
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considerable contact with the Albanian academic culture (e.g. 2/3 of them investigated 
the Albanian context). I included these texts to reach a stronger compatibility with the 
other large corpora. A similar problem is related to the ‘centralized’ preferences of 
Albanian students (see also subsection 2.2). Numerous Albanian students from different 
geographical areas study at the University of Tirana. This university, unlike the 
Universities of Vlora and Durrës, awards a PhD or Professorship title. This aspect 
affects the structure of my Albanian corpus consisting of only PhD theses from the 
University of Tirana. However, I checked the background of different authors which 
were either working in another University or came from a different city. Therefore, the 
texts were written by people from different geographical areas of Albania and not only 
by people living and working in Tirana. As mentioned in subsection 2.3, some MA 
theses in my Italian L1 and L2 corpora may be equivalent to the Albanian MA theses. 
However, the presence of “Laure Magistrali” (the equivalents of Albanian MA theses) 
and the fact that Italian MA theses are still a product of a post-BA study of either one of 
two years maintain the comparability and compatibility of my corpora. Overcoming 
these challenges was a necessary step to create compatible corpora.  
During the stage of text processing, a few technical problems occurred because some 
files were either in a secured version or they were not readable/transferable. That is why 
the manual intervention in transcription is inevitable (McEnery and Ostler 2000: 411). I 
received the data either in a DOC or PDF format, from which I transferred them into 
TXT files to make them readable for AntConc. As the simple transfer sometimes 
produced TXT files with all words attached to each other (hence, unreadable), I 
transformed several PDFs into TXT files with the program AntFileConverter 1.2.0 
(Anthony 2015).  
As for the corpus ‘cleaning’ process, it took around six months to clean all 
individual files. This process of cleaning included deleting every part of the text that 
was not considered as contextualized language counting as author’s words or academic 
writing. An alternative option would have been tagging these parts to allow their 
presence for possible future studies on acknowledgements, quoting or the like. 
However, I deleted these parts to ensure a more accurate and representative number of 
words and to analyse clause complexes for the current study. Most of these deleted parts 
were divided into three main categories, which are displayed in Table 15. The 
categories are similar to the BAWE (Corpus of British Academic Written English) 
Corpus Manual and the ones I decided on for the ChemCorpus Manual. The 
ChemCorpus has been compiled at the Technical University of Chemnitz (TUC) and it 
includes over 720 theses, term papers and project papers (more than 6,500,000 words) 
by non-native students of English. Its student academic writing genres are BA, MA, 
PhD and the former Magister Program in English and American Studies. (cf. Schmied 
2015: 16) 
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textual features found in 
the front 
textual features found in 
the body 
textual features found in 
the back 
title page 
document title 
additional elements of the 
title 
table of contents  
other text as front matter 
tables 
names and lists 
figures 
pictures 
unclear items and formu-
lae 
block quotes and foreign 
words/text 
footnotes and endnotes 
bibliography 
list of references 
appendix 
other text as back matter 
 
Table 15: The three main textual feature categories and their constituents, which were 
‘cleaned’ from the text files. 
 
As previously mentioned, the corpus ‘cleaning’ process enabled me to have an accurate 
number of words for all the corpora. I excluded, among others, other text as front 
matter, which often included a short list of keywords, list of abbreviations, 
acknowledgments, a glossary, or some other note written by the student before the 
actual text of the academic piece. The title page included additional (excluded) 
information such as student name and number, course title, supervisor, disciplinary 
domain type of text, date, department, faculty and university. I also excluded titles or 
headings as well as subtitles or subheadings which were frequently, but not always, 
ranked with a numeral sequence. Often figures and pictures were automatically erased 
in the process of transforming Word/PDF files into TXT files. When I found sequences 
of numbers without any meaning, as a result of the transformation, I excluded them 
from the files. I also deleted all unclear mathematic formulae or items, block quotes, the 
majority of in-text quotes as well as foreign words, clause complexes or paragraphs. 
These parts included languages such as French, Spanish, German, Slavic languages and 
even Albanian, English and Italian, if they were found within the parallel corpora (e.g. 
Italian found within the Italian/Albanian English corpora). This process was tedious and 
slow, considering the difficulties of finding and deleting in-text quotes, overused block 
quotes or extremely long footnotes/endnotes, which sometimes constituted about 2/3 or 
2/4 of a whole PhD thesis. As Schmied (2011: 17) points out, “corpus compilation is 
time-consuming and more resource-consuming than commonly assumed.” 
From a micro perspective, I deleted parts such as cover pages, any kind of personal 
information (e.g. of the author or supervisor) and so on (see Table 22). There were 
many texts with an extremely high number of long block quotes, examples, translations 
in several languages, isolated lists of items etc. Moreover, I deleted every part that was 
written in a foreign language. With foreign language, I refer to any other language apart 
from Albanian, English and Italian. Several texts had a very high number of footnotes 
and endnotes of an excessive size. In many pages of these texts, the footnote was 
covering about 2/3 of the page, with the actual ongoing text only covering 1/3 of that 
page. I decided to delete footnotes and endnotes because they mostly consisted of 
sources from other papers or books. It is possible, however, to argue about their value as 
writings by the authors themselves (especially if they are personal explanations). In-text 
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quotes were only partly deleted, as it was not feasible to detect and delete each single 
in-text quote and sometimes, their deletion would change the whole meaning of its 
surrounding text. For this reason, the final number of words per corpus might be slightly 
higher due to their presence. Anyway, in-text quotes and the other parts that were not 
considered as author’s writing and were overlooked during the cleaning process, were 
further scrutinized and excluded during the actual data analysis (e.g. direct quotes). 
Table 16 shows the specific parts that were ‘cleaned’, as they were either not part of 
author’s writing (e.g. a block quote) or not relevant for the analysis (e.g. a list of 
keywords). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 16: The specific parts that were ‘cleaned’ from the texts of the corpora. 
The following paragraphs will focus on the features of my corpora. There will be an 
initial explanation on the file names, followed by an illustration of the geographical 
distribution of my Italian corpora and discussions on the variables of my corpora. Table 
17 reveals the variables that were considered for the file names of my corpora. It should 
be noted that the second year was presented, if a text indicated two years on the front 
page or else. If the text had written 2008/2009 in it, 2009 was placed in its file name as 
it represents the period when the student handed it in. Texts with the same file name can 
be distinguished by a numerical sequence, which always differs from one text to 
another. These and other aspects are shown in Table 17. 
 
‘cleaned’ parts within the texts 
cover page, citation/statement page 
personal information (author, supervisor 
etc.) 
heading, subheading 
table of contents 
acknowledgements 
table 
figure, picture 
(block) quote, in-text quote 
clause/text in a foreign language 
appendix 
references 
footnote 
list of abbreviations 
list of names, list of keywords 
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feature example explanation 
corpus name CAR Corpus of Albanian Research 
 CARE Corpus of Albanian Research in English 
 CIAO Corpus of Italian Academic Output 
 CIAOE Corpus of Italian Academic Output in English 
year 15 2015 
gender M male 
level of studies M Master  
research area C Physics 
numerical       
sequence  
01, 02 first text, second text 
Table 17: Contextual information on text and its author, with an example. 
 
Knowing the geographical distribution of the corpora is equally important to knowing 
how to interpret the file names. Picture 4 illustrates the geographical distribution of my 
corpora. It displays a broad target area, which covers all geographical poles of Italy and 
13 well-known Italian universities. Many of these universities are considered as the best 
ones in Italy (see Times Higher Education's World University Rankings 2017). Northen 
Italy is represented by, for example, Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore, in Milano. In 
the Veneto region, we find Ca’ Foscari of Venezia, with a particular focus on language 
and culture. From Central Italy, data was collected from the capital Roma, in La 
Sapienza and Roma Tre, and Modena, in Università di Modena and Reggio Emilia. In 
the South, there is Università degli studi di Napoli ‘Federico II’. The other included 
cities (Trieste, Bergamo, Padova and Pisa) are always represented through the single 
state universities (Università di…) found in their cities. All included universities and 
cities make the Italian corpora representative. 
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Picture 4: The geographical distribution of my Italian L1 (ita) and L2 (eng) corpora 
from different universities across Italy. 
 
The following discussion will concentrate on the features of my corpora. It represents 
the last part of this subsection, which presented all stages of my corpus compilation. 
The discussion will consider representativeness (corpus compatibility) as this paragraph 
shows. McEnery and Hardie (2012: i) inform that a corpus should be characterized by 
representativeness, regarding both, common and uncommon cases. Therefore, the size 
of a corpus should to be large enough for a valid corpus analysis. In that sense, my 
corpora contain a total of approximately nine million words, which I consider 
representative for the indicated population group. One of the most striking features of 
the corpora is the similar number of words for the Italian corpora, which are both circa 
three million words (see Table 18). CARE also has the large number of around 2.2 
million words. Schmied (cf. 2011: 16) points out how the compatibility of the corpora 
has been a major challenge of comparative analyses on academic writing. This is 
particularly noticeable in the CARE corpus, which has only about 600.000 words. It was 
impossible for me to significantly increase its number of words due to cultural and 
practical reasons related to Albanian students or teachers, which will be explained in the 
next paragraphs.  
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Table 18: Genres and gender in the corpora including their respective word totals 
(AntConc calculation). 
 
There is a similar number of texts and words for the PhD theses in CAR and the Italian 
corpora, as well as a similar number of MA theses (and words) in the Italian corpora. 
The representativeness of the corpora is also proven by the general presence of all sorts 
of student academic writing genres. The different levels start from BA term papers, 
which are the first substantial academic writing pieces required by students nowadays, 
to PhD theses, which are written pieces of at least 200 pages that are produced after 
about eight years of studying at university (cf. Schmied 2015: 12). As it is generally 
more difficult to collect term papers and BA theses, in comparison to the usually 
published PhD theses, the numbers for these categories are usually low (apart from BA 
theses in CARE).  
A very relevant aspect (regarding compatibility) of CAR, CIAO and CIAOE is their 
similar number of texts by male and female writers. As shown in Table 18, in CAR 
(26m: 26f) and CIAOE (45m: 45f), there are as many texts written by males as by 
females. In terms of gender, there are more males than females in CARE. This is the 
opposite of the usually higher presence of females in language studies, from where a 
large part of this corpus derives from. An outstanding feature of my corpora is that 
females do not write significantly more than males, as it is usually expected in academic 
writing (e.g. texts in Linguistics). In CIAOE, males have written roughly 1.3 million 
words, while females have written circa 1.4 million words. The years of the texts vary 
from 2003 to 2015, for the Italian corpora and from 2009 to 2015, for the Albanian 
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corpora. Unfortunately, it was not possible to collect more data for CARE, despite my 
two research trips to different Albanian universities. The reasons vary from a reluctance 
of teachers and students to offer their writings for research, to a nonresponse of teachers 
and a lack of electronical repositories from various universities. However, many of the 
texts were easily given to me by students and teachers I personally know or asked 
during my two research trips to Albania.  
One of the most important characteristics of my corpora are their various 
disciplinary domains, which contribute to their compatibility and inner balance. In the 
following paragraphs, their distribution, number of words and problems related to their 
collection and interpretation will be shown. For a more representative and broader view 
on the usages of hedges and boosters by Albanian and Italian students, I included texts 
from both, ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ sciences (see tables 19, 20, 21 and 22). Since these two 
‘opposite’ categories contain different conventions and language styles (see e.g. 
Vázquez and Giner 2009), focusing solely on one of them would have only provided a 
partial view of the studied phenomena. This is the main reason of including opposite 
disciplinary domains such as Mathematics and Informatics (indicated as Math. & Inf.), 
together with Social Studies (indicated as Social Stud.). Including texts from hard and 
soft sciences represents a strength of this study. However, I recognize the difficulties of 
defining various disciplines (disciplinary domains) and sub-disciplines (subdomains) as 
well as ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ sciences (see previous paragraph on text selection). 
Table 19 below displays a similar number of texts (circa eight per domain) per 
domain in CIAO apart from Languages and Literature (indicated as Lang. & Lit.), 
which were either easily retrievable or sent by Italian students in person. Their number 
of words depends on the nature of the disciplinary domain. Social Studies, for instance, 
have roughly six times more words (483.368) than Medicine (86.084), despite the fact 
that Medicine has nine texts while Social Studies have eight. Interestingly, Economy 
also has a high number of words. Though it was not always possible to maintain the 
balance between males and females per each disciplinary domain, I tried to control this 
variable. It is striking how, in Economy, males (254.786 words) write more than 
females (228.582). I previously explained the surprising fact that females do not write 
more than males in my corpora. This phenomenon, which I did not pursue in-depth, 
seems to also occur within single disciplinary domains such as Economy.  In general, 
CIAO has a balanced distribution of texts per discipline. This will be subsequently 
compared to CIAOE. 
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   CIAO    
disciplinary 
domains 
# texts # words 
# texts 
males 
# words 
males 
# texts 
females 
# words  
females 
Lang. & Lit. 40 1.402.214 20 753.021 20 649.193 
Social Stud. 8 483.368 4 254.786 4 228.582 
Medicine 9 86.084 5 54.965 4 31.119 
Chemistry 8 233.434 3 68.431 5 165.003 
Physics 6 172.326 2 57.797 4 114.529 
Economics 8 386.148 3 139.227 5 246.921 
Math. & Inf. 8 205.825 3 63.946 5 141.879 
total 87 2.969.399 40 1.392.173 47 1.577.226 
Table 19: Disciplinary domains in CIAO with their respective word totals (AntConc 
calculation). 
 
Similar to CIAO, CIAOE contains a similar number of texts per each disciplinary 
domain (apart from Lang. & Lit.) and a number of words depending on the nature of the 
disciplinary domain (see Table 20). Medicine has again the lowest number of words. 
This may be related to the conventions of the selected texts, which are very low in 
number. They usually contained a very short literature and a larger practical part. 
Sometimes, they were even collections of several practical cases, as if they were 
different writing pieces joined in one final thesis. While in CIAO, Economy appears to 
have a higher number of words than the other disciplinary domains, in CIAOE, it has a 
similar number of words to Physics and Mathematics and Informatics (Math. & Inf.). 
Physics and Mathematics and Informatics are typical ‘hard’ sciences and generally 
consist of many numbers and formulae. That is why it is interesting to see that they 
show these high numbers of words. One of the most relevant aspects of CIAOE is the 
previously mentioned similarity to CIAO in their distribution of disciplinary domains 
(e.g. Medicine). It is also interesting to see if there are also similarities with the CAR 
corpus. 
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   CIAOE    
disciplinary 
domains 
# texts # words 
# texts 
males 
# words 
males 
# texts 
females 
# words  
females 
Lang. & Lit. 41 1.205.585 18 567.653 23 637.932 
Social Stud. 8 462.368 2 117.814 6 344.554 
Medicine 10 116.077 6 57.331 4 58.746 
Chemistry 8 199.209  5 117.379 3 81.830 
Physics 8 257.065 6 199.449 2 57.616 
Economics 8 267.383 5 182.166 3 85.217 
Math. & Inf. 7 264.778 3 84.048 4 180.730 
total 90 2.772.465 45 1.325.840 45 1.446.625 
Table 20: Disciplinary domains in CIAOE with their respective word totals (AntConc 
calculation). 
 
As the two previously presented corpora, CAR has a similar number of texts for each 
disciplinary domain of CAR. Its features are illustrated in Table 21. I included a similar 
number of texts for each disciplinary domain (apart from Math. & Inf.). In contrast to 
the previously presented corpora, in CAR, Mathematics and Informatics had a 
considerably smaller number of words than Economy and Physics. Physics (and 
Biotechnology), Mathematics and Informatics are considered as ‘hard’ sciences and 
generally, frequently present numerical information. Despite this similarity, 
Mathematics and Informatics have the lowest number of words from all ‘hard’ sciences. 
It can be seen that females have used slightly more words than males. However, in 
Languages and Literature, males have used 349.466 words, while females have used 
only 256.090 words. The similarity of CAR with CIAO and CIAOE in terms of a 
balanced number of texts (or words) per discipline shows the representativeness of my 
comparison. There were also interesting differences to CIAO and CIAOE such as the 
much smaller number of words from Mathematics and Informatics as compared to other 
‘hard’ sciences.  
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   CAR    
disciplinary 
domains 
# texts # words 
# texts 
males 
# words 
males 
# texts 
females 
# words  
females 
Lang. & Lit. 8 605.556 4 349.466 4 256.090 
Social Stud. 8 483.872 3 185.435 5 298.437 
Medicine 4 103.037 2 50.734 2 52.303 
Chemistry 8 214.619 4 100.821 4 113.798 
Biotechno. & 
Physics 
8 334.607 3 125.470 5 209.137 
Economics 8 361.906 4 170.547 4 191.359 
Math. & Inf. 8 181.901 6 126.364 2 55.537 
total 52 2.285.498 26 1.108.837 26 1.176.661 
Table 21: Disciplinary domains in CAR with their respective word totals (AntConc cal-
culation). 
 
Another difference between the Albanian CAR corpus and the Italian corpora is the 
mixture of Physics and Biotechnology (indicated as Biotechno.) as shown in Table 21. 
While the other corpora only have the disciplinary domain of Physics, it was not 
feasible to retrieve many texts from Physics in Albanian. Therefore, I added the 
majority of texts from Biotechnology. At the website of the Norwegian University of 
Science and Technology, Plant Biotechnology or Biotechnology was presented as a 
“technology that utilizes biological systems, living organisms or parts of this to develop 
or create different products” (NTNU n.d.). This subdomain seemed to be partly related 
to physical aspects, as the tables of contents of a few of the texts showed. I also found a 
partial relation between Biotechnology and Physics, since Physics is often taught to 
students of Biotechnology. “Course topics at the undergraduate level include 
communication, writing, genetics, plant pathology and immunology. You'll usually take 
some basic life science courses, such as chemistry and physics” (Learn.org 2018). 
Therefore, I included texts from Biotechnology in the disciplinary domain of Physics, 
after making a careful overview of their tables of content.  
There is a minor limitation of CAR that must be mentioned. Admittedly, there is one 
thesis in CAR, CARUMPLM_33, which derives from Justiniani I University in Tirana 
and not from the University of Tirana, as all other CAR theses do. I only included this 
thesis so that I could somehow fill the gap and inconsistency (only four texts) of the 
number of texts from Medicine. As it rarely occurred for my corpus texts, this text had 
no date of submission or publication. I researched for its author online but found no 
additional information on the date of submission or publication of that particular paper. 
The text with 27.759 words belongs to Medical Law and particularly, Rights of the 
Patient and Medicine (since it is related to safeguarding the rights and health of patients 
as well as improving their treatment from the staff). Though, it was not easy to decide 
whether it belonged to Medical Law or Medical Jurisprudence/Legal Medicine. I opted 
for the first option since Medical Jurisprudence or Legal Medicine is more focused on 
the application of medical knowledge in relation to medical problems. Medical Law 
concerns “the regulation of questions concerning organ transplantation, human genetics, 
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reproductive medicine, […] or safeguarding patients´ rights” (University of Heidelberg 
and University of Mannheim 2008). Since the texts also had a partial focus on 
Medicine, I ranked it under the disciplinary domain of Medicine. After presenting CAR, 
there will be a discussion on CARE, its disciplinary domains and limitations. 
As I previously indicated, the compatibility of CARE with the other corpora and its 
internal balance are limited (see Table 22). This is also true for the different disciplinary 
domains, where there is only one PhD thesis from Chemistry, Physics, Mathematics and 
Informatics. While ranking texts according to different disciplinary domains such as 
Physics and Chemistry, I took a record of the specific disciplinary domain or subdomain 
where they belonged. Apart from these limitations, there is a relatively large number of 
texts from Languages and Literature.  
 
   CARE    
disciplinary 
domains 
# texts # words 
# texts 
males 
# words 
males 
# texts 
females 
# words  
females 
Lang. & Lit. 33 293.899 20 166.634 13 127.265 
Social Stud. 3 127.883 3 127.883 0 0 
Chemistry 1 69.513 1 69.513 0 0 
Physics 1 14.979 1 14.979 0 0 
Economics 2 75.173 2 75.173 0 0 
Math. & Inf. 1 34.850 1 34.850 0 0 
total 41 616.297 28 489.032 13 127.265 
Table 22: Disciplinary domains in CARE with their respective word totals        
(AntConc calculation). 
 
By carefully working through every stage of the corpus compilation and 
reducing/overcoming the numerous challenges I mentioned in this subsection, I was 
able to finalize my four corpora of academic writings. They enabled me to analyse the 
Albanian and Italian languages in use, both quantitatively and qualitatively. In the 
following subsections, the discussion will move from corpus aspects to the analysed 
lexemes, including their core-periphery model, selection and method of analysis. 
4.5. A core-periphery model of hedges and boosters indicating their 
different levels of author’s commitment 
For the creation of my core-periphery model (Figure 19) below, I considered four 
relevant variables, such as the frequency of occurrence in my data, the level of 
propensity or strength of the chosen hedge, the features of each grammatical or semantic 
category and the frequency of features of the included hedges in previous studies. As it 
is shown in the model, the weaker hedges, which show more commitment towards the 
text, are found in outer areas of the circle. Stronger hedges which show more author 
tentativeness are closer to the circle’s centre or core values. In contrast, the weaker 
boosters are found in the inner part of the circle whereas the stronger ones are closer to 
its outer borders. On the one hand, a stronger hedge is one that shows less authorial 
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commitment and vice versa. On the other hand, a stronger booster is one that shows 
more commitment and vice versa. Obviously, the red areas contain hedges whereas the 
blue areas contain boosters. The intensity of the colour indicates approximately the 
strength of the hedge or booster. After this general introduction, there will be a 
discussion on specific aspects of my model. 
 
 
variables 
frequency 
intensity 
grammatical/semantic category 
other studies (cf. Bondi 2008; Halliday and Matthiessen 2014; Hyland 1995; Pic and 
Furmaniak 2012; Prince et al. 1980; Quirk et al. 1985) 
 
Figure 19: A core-periphery model of the strength of various hedges and boosters ac-
cording to different variables. 
 
This paragraph will focus on hedges and their placement in my model. As it can be seen 
in Figure 19, the strongest hedges are possibly, closely followed by may and perhaps. 
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As Pic and Furmaniak (cf. 2012: 34) state, possibly shows a ‘low’ degree of probability. 
They are all followed by the adjectival version possible, which is less epistemic due to 
its frequent occurrences expressing ‘objective’ possibility (a similar phenomenon for 
nouns e.g. possibility). Adjectives are more peripheral, also because adverbs were the 
second most frequent category in Hyland’s (cf. 1998a: 104) study. Though, introductory 
phrases may show some evidential features (see Pietrandrea 2007: 52-55), they function 
as plausibility shields that show explicitly author’s low commitment towards the 
proposition. Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 145-181) presented probably as a middle 
value (equal: probably not and not probably) and both may and possibly as low values, 
which motivated my outer placement of probably. Probably appears to be a weaker 
hedge than for instance possibly, also due to its higher objective nature. However, 
positioning hedges was not always easy. Probably had a significantly higher occurrence 
than possibly in my corpora. In line with my results, probably was one of the most used 
adverbials in Pic and Furmaniak’s (cf. 2012: 24-25) study and one of the two most 
frequent hedging epistemic adverbs in Hyland’s (1998a: 134-135) study. The high 
frequency shown from my corpora and previous studies does, in this case, not invalidate 
the fact that probably is a more objective medium value and a less strong hedge than 
possibly. As their name implies, evidential verbs are closer to concrete results (results 
indicate) than other categories, which places them at a very peripheric area. Hyland (cf. 
1998a: 124ff) argues they are more ideational by nature. Verbs such as feel, propose and 
suspect can be as tentative as hedges, but they occur less as hedges than other included 
items (consider e.g. a police suspect, feel positive etc.). I chose to place approximators 
more outside than adaptors, due to their purely numerical nature (modifying 
measurements/numbers) as a semantic category. Roughly speaking, the predominantly 
pragmatic shields are stronger hedges than the mainly semantic approximators, which 
are even considered as a separate non-hedging category by Lafuente-Millán (cf. 2008: 
69). The question is if believe can be considered as a hedge due to its subjective nature 
or a booster, as for example Hyland (2005: 221-224) claims. That is why it is found half 
in and half out of the circle. I, however, have included it as a hedge. Though, it is not 
clear whether show is a booster or a hedge, I consider it more as a booster (comparable 
to demonstrate). For this reason, show is found between hedges and boosters, but still 
closer to the booster’s area. We say X researcher show when we agree more to his or 
her statements, in contrast to when we say X researcher argues or indicates. To support 
my claim, the data I checked in my corpora mainly revealed instances of show right next 
to supportive evidence or objective discussions. The useful discussions on various 
hedges will be followed by valuable discussions on boosters. 
There is an interesting distribution of boosters in the circle, with some slightly 
entering the hedge area and others being almost outside the circle. The boosters in the 
inner part of the circle are the weaker ones or the ones with a narrower scope such as 
completely, entirely and totally. These lexemes mostly modify the semantic meaning 
and usually have a narrow scope that falls within that of an adjective, verb and so on. As 
presented in Figure 19, totally, entirely and completely slightly fall within the area of 
hedges. I illustrated this overlap because these three intensity adjuncts of degree had the 
highest occurrences within transferred negatives (e.g. not entirely, not completely). In 
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my analysis, such transferred negative forms belong to hedging. Halliday and 
Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 191) presented significantly as a qualificative comment adjunct 
of significance. Since in my data it revealed both authorial and propositional features, I 
placed it closer to the inner border of the blue area but not as close as entirely, 
completely and totally. These three lexemes show intensity (total degree) whereas others 
such as certainly and surely are much more pragmatic and have a wider scope that can 
even cover the whole clause complex. As a result, I have placed surely and certainly in 
the outer blue area of boosters. Even though sicuramente (surely) and certamente 
(certainly) have been treated as quasi-synonyms (see Pietrandrea 2008: 3ff), during the 
analysis, I perceived that certainly is slightly stronger than surely. However, both 
adverbs appear to be less strong than without doubt, which explicitly rejects possible 
external doubts from the audience. Without doubt and undoubtedly are expected to have 
fewer excluded (non-booster) instances than, for instance, entirely and certainly, which 
can show a shift of values (from high to low) in their transferred negative form. Even 
Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 191) rank lexemes such as no doubt, indubitably 
and doubtless as asseverative comment adjuncts of sureness. Demonstrate and prove are 
also strong boosters despite several excluded instances from demonstrate in my corpora. 
Finally, the reason why the usually strong booster definitely is placed closer to the 
circle's centre is because of its frequent intensifying meaning, 'completely,' in my 
corpora. This paragraph provided reasons for placing boosters in their positions in the 
circle such as previous literature, my perception, usages in my corpora and their 
semantic and pragmatic meanings. 
For this circle, I tried to include the probability and intensity values and variations of 
Albanian, Italian and English, even though it is impossible to capture all possible 
variables in an objective way. The circle is slightly more theory-oriented than results-
oriented, since my data will show some unpredicted results such as the mostly non-
epistemic nature of possibilmente (possibly) in Italian. However, several results were 
still taken under consideration. This subsection showed the strength of various hedges 
and boosters. Their strength is also relevant when selecting different equivalents across 
Albanian, English and Italian. However, this is only one of the numerous variables 
included in this complex process, which will be subsequently discussed. 
4.6. Equivalent (category) selection 
The selection of various hedges and boosters as well as their equivalents is based on 
several variables. There will be an initial discussion on my selection of hedges and 
boosters. This will be followed by an extensive discussion on my selection of 
equivalents.  
Some of the most important variables considered in my selection of hedges and 
boosters are grammatical features (e.g. word classes), semantic features, pragmatic 
features, previous literature and frequencies in my corpora. The most challenging part 
was selecting appropriate equivalents as it will be subsequently shown. I considered 
their various semantic approximative and pragmatic shield categories as well as their 
various word classes such as adverbs, lexical verbs and prepositional phrases. 
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Additionally, I considered their (high) frequency and interesting features found in my 
corpora as well as previous literature and the most striking hedges found in it. I searched 
for all possible (lexical) hedges and boosters and focused exclusively on the ones that 
were more frequent or (qualitatively) interesting. For that, I used the concordance 
program AntConc (Anthony 2014). The other aspects that I considered were the 
pragmatic and semantic categories that appear as hedges (see Hyland 1998a) and 
boosters. I included the most frequent or interesting kinds of adaptors (kind of), 
rounders (approximately), plausibility shields (I believe, probably), attribution shields 
(X suggests) and impersonal shields (it is suggested). For a direct comparison with 
boosters, I included intensifiers (totally, entirely) and emphasizers (obviously, 
certainly). In this process, I borrowed Hyland’s (cf. 1998a: 108ff) word classes, and the 
categorization of hedges by Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6ff), as well as Halliday’s (1985) and 
Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) types of orientation and manifestation. For the 
selection of specific words that express commitment or lack of commitment, I explored 
many taxonomies by different authors, such as Fraser (cf. 2010: 22ff), Hyland (1998a: 
154-177), Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6ff), Trajkova (cf. 2015: 145ff) and others. Even 
though it was only one of my criteria of selection, Hyland’s (cf. 2005: 221-224) well-
known taxonomy of hedges and boosters includes every hedge and booster that I study. 
It includes various booster examples, such as clearly, undoubtedly, prove, in fact 
possibly, approximately and diverse hedges, such as possibly, in my opinion, suggest, 
seem and approximately. Additionally, I tried to include a variety of word classes and 
‘lexical’ categories within hedging and boosting. These aspects will be presented in the 
following paragraph.  
It was important to include several word classes since my analysis is functional. 
While some of these word classes such as adverbs and lexical verbs were analyzed in 
more detail, others such as modal auxiliaries were analyzed in their clusters. The 
reasons for this choice were explained in subsection 3.8.2. Adverbs were represented as 
hedges by, for example, probably, almost and as boosters by certainly, surely. As it is 
generally believed by the scientific community, hedges are more frequent variables in 
word categories and more researched than boosters (see Bondi 2008; Hyland 1998b). As 
Hyland (1998b: 353) observed, boosters “have received little attention in academic 
writing.” Boosters mainly appear as adverbs (cf. Bondi 2008: 32), which also applies to 
my study. Possibility adverbs (possibly) and modal adverbs in general remain 
marginally explored within research on modality or modals. (cf. Palmer 1990; Nuyts 
2001; Radden and Dirven 2007; inter alia) Epistemic adverbs were the second most 
frequently used hedging device in Hyland’s (1998a: 134-135) study, while they had the 
lowest occurrence in Lafuente Millán’s (cf. 2008: 74-75) paper with only 6.4. Such 
drastic differences make them very interesting. Apart from adverbs, another chosen 
word class includes (epistemic) lexical verbs such as the cognitive verb believe, which 
act as hedges and stand for bi-clausal realizations (in Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) 
terms). Obviously, I did not only include modalization (the common expression through 
single words, e.g. probably), but also the metaphorical extension of modalization 
(where modalization falls on a clause, e.g. I believe), as Halliday and Matthiessen state. 
I furthermore decided for the lemmas demonstrate and prove. I chose various epistemic 
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verbs such as epistemic evidential verbs or reporting verbs, which derive from reports of 
others (X demonstrates, Y suggested) or author’s senses (seems). Furthermore, I chose 
epistemic judgemental verbs: performative speculative verbs such as suggest (cf. 
Hyland 1998a: 120-126), and (conjectural) speculative verbs involving unobservable 
cognitive states as in (I/we) believe (cf. Hyland 1998a: 121). In two similar comparisons 
of academic RAs, lexical epistemic verbs showed the most frequent use in Hyland’s 
study (cf. Hyland 1998a: 119-120) and the second most frequent use in Lafuente 
Millán’s (cf. 2008: 74) paper (30.4). This shows how this lexical category is worth 
investigating in academic texts. From another point of view, I included proposition 
related boosters, such as completely and entirely, in comparison to approximators such 
as almost and approximately. Finally, the study includes both mood adjuncts (e.g. 
probably) and comment adjuncts (e.g. in my opinion). It was relevant to explain why 
some of the word classes were analyzed on the basis of previous literature and of 
course, my corpus frequencies. The following paragraph will also focus on different 
included values based on previous literature and my corpora. 
In terms of values and non-lexical hedges, I was undecided whether or not to include 
low values of transferred negative forms of boosters, such as not certainly (=possibly), 
and hedges. To my knowledge, this particular choice has not been presented in literature 
before, so I decided to include this interesting category. This required the widening of 
my perspective and partly the analysis of non-lexical hedges since I consider these 
forms as part of non-lexical hedges. Direct negative forms were included to avoid 
neglecting certain structures where, for instance, certainly works as a booster to express 
an outer high value (Aaron certainly would not agree). Their inclusion enrichens my list 
of hedges and boosters. 
The aspects discussed above will be summarized in Table 23, which indicates the 
different hedging and boosting categories included in my analysis. The table includes 
semantic and pragmatic categories. They range between mood and comment adjuncts, 
despite the fact that there is no such division in the table. It needs to be pointed out that 
this table is not a final indicator of the specific category divisions of different hedges or 
boosters (H/B). As my analysis will show, these categories are not clear-cut, but the 
same lexeme can fall into any of them depending on the context. However, it shows the 
initial divisions of hedges/boosters from previous studies (cf. Lafuente Millán 2008; 
Pietrandrea 2007; Prince et al. 1980; Salager-Meyer 1994) and my understanding of 
these items. Everything that is in bold, derives from previous studies while everything 
that is not in bold, represents my addition. I have placed the description ‘mainly’ 
(approximator etc.) to maintain coherence with my analysis, which shows how the same 
hedge or booster may express different meanings as a shield or approximator. In that 
case, the lexeme would be expected to ‘mainly’ be ranked in one of these two categories 
and less as the other category, if at all. The previously mentioned choices were less 
challenging than selecting the appropriate equivalents. As the next paragraphs will 
show, this is an arduous task.  
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H/B category H/B subcategory 
H/B sub-
category 2 
lexical  
category 
mainly rounder/adaptor 
frequency, 
degree,  
approximately 
approximator adaptor/rounder 
limitation, 
quantity 
almost 
   nearly 
  degree kind of 
mainly shield plausibility shield - possibly 
shield/approximator plausibility shield, adaptor/rounder probability probably 
shield plausibility/attribution/impersonal  believe 
 shield - seem 
  - suggest 
shield/evidential plausibility shield - 
in my/our 
opinion 
  - 
from my/our 
point of view 
  - 
from my/our 
perspective 
    
mainly  
intensifier 
- - completely 
(approximator) - - entirely 
 - - totally 
intensifier/ 
emphasizer 
rounder/adaptor/plaus. shield - significantly 
mainly  plausibility shield/ - clearly 
emphasizer emphasizer - of course 
(shield)  - definitely 
  - obviously 
  - surely 
  - certainly 
  - undoubtedly 
  - without doubt 
 plausibility/attribution/impersonal - demonstrate 
 shield/emphasizer - prove 
Table 23: The variety of the pragmatic and semantic categories where the chosen hedg-
es and boosters are ‘expected’ to fall into. 
 
It is generally known that selecting the appropriate equivalents by considering the 
semantic, syntactic, pragmatic and other aspects (e.g. frequency) is an arduous task, 
which is subject to fuzziness and overlaps. This becomes even more complicated in the 
case of hedges and boosters, which have broad semantic fields and various translations 
(cognates and peripheral forms) with similar pragmatic functions. Despite my 
awareness of the importance of the previously mentioned aspects, it is not clear whether 
the chosen equivalents are representative for the most frequent hedges and boosters in 
my corpora and whether they fully match each other on those aspects or not. As the 
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subsection on limitations (6.2) will show, the inclusion of only a group from the most 
frequent hedges and boosters in the corpora constrains the discussion on cultural-based 
or prototypical usages by Albanian and Italian students. The following paragraphs will 
focus on the general issues of investigations across different languages. There will be a 
discussion about cognates, opposite translation approaches and considerations of 
semantic, pragmatic and syntactic aspects in the process of translation. In the following 
passage, Malkiel offers a brief explanation on cognates and their translation.  
There is a general agreement that cognates “share aspects of both form and meaning 
across languages” (Kroll and de Groot 1977: 173; cited in Malkiel 2009: 312). Cognate 
translation is neither a simple nor a straightforward matter. Given the risk that a word 
that appears to be a true cognate may actually be a false cognate, and given the some-
times fuzzy boundary (Malkiel 2009: 309).  
In a comparison of true and false cognates, true cognates share sound and meaning 
whereas false cognates share sound but not meaning. Malkiel (cf. 2009: 310) cites 
Browne (1982: 5) while clarifying that cognates actually fall along a continuum and the 
difference between true and false cognates is often unclear. There is a risk of 
interpreting a false cognate as a true cognate. There are often compelling reasons for not 
choosing to translate a cognate with a cognate because it is rare that two languages have 
exact lexical matches (de Groot and Comijs 1995: 470; cited in Malkiel 2009: 311). 
“Even seemingly reliable translation equivalents - cognates being a case in point - can 
have a much more complicated relationship than meets the eye” (Partington 1995: 102; 
cited in Malkiel 2009: 309). The seemingly equal possibly and possibilmente do not 
share the same epistemic meaning. Therefore, I included other ‘closer’ lexemes with a 
similar function to possibly such as verosimilmente and even the more peripheral one, è 
possibile (lit. tra. It is possible). However, possibilmente cannot be ranked as a false 
cognate but rather a very peripheral equivalent of possibly since it still has a small 
percentage of epistemic instances in my corpora. The discussion about Table 14 is a 
continuation of the present discussion. 
With a general overview of previous studies, Malkiel points out the various 
problems of translating cognates.  
The translation of cognates is complicated by other considerations as well, including 
differences in frequency (Nagy et al. 1992: 2; Meara 1993: 284), varying degrees of 
polysemy (Viberg 1999), register differences (Alter 2002: 11), dissimilar metaphorical 
extensions (Chamizo, Dominguez and Nerlich 2002: 1839), syntactical restrictions 
(Fusco 1990: 93) [, overlapping pragmatic functions (M. Bondi, personal communica-
tion, January 2019) and so on] (Malkiel 2009: 321). 
The following paragraphs will extend the discussion on how to treat cognates, which 
approach to take and reemphasize the difficulties related to a study with a cross-
linguistic focus. While the semantic meanings and dictionary categories of different 
hedges and boosters were important criteria of selection for my study, they were not the 
only indicator in the selection process. Having only semantic categories would have 
fostered the limitations of adopting a structural approach, which is explained in detail by 
Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (cf. 2004: 1785), in their analysis of pragmatic 
markers (a frequently used label for hedges and boosters as well). 
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In a structural approach, the meanings of lexical items can be shown by their decompo-
sition into semantic components, so that semantic closeness and remoteness in meaning 
are signalled by the number of semantic features the items share. The problem with this 
method is that one has to decide a priori on the semantic meaning of items and that one 
then has to account for overlaps in pragmatic meanings. In the case of pragmatic mark-
ers, which are characterised by rather vague meanings and multifunctionality, this 
problem is particularly serious. Although we would claim that at least some pragmatic 
markers have a core meaning […] (Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2004: 1785). 
With a similar stance against solely meaning- and surface-based selections of 
equivalents, Schmied (1998: 257) warns that “apparently simple surface phenomena 
may be based on rather complex syntactic and semantic features underneath. He 
compares the seemingly clear equivalents with and mit. The author found that within 16 
different senses (company, method, relationship, description and so on) and 21 
examples in context, only in twelve or eleven cases, the senses of with corresponded 
with mit. In nine cases, these senses did not correspond with mit. Schmied found the 
with/mit overlap to occur only in 60 to 70% of the analyzed English-German translation 
corpus (see Schmied 1998: 257-258). Schmied’s investigation demonstrates that the 
simple word-class based equivalents presented in different bilingual dictionaries are not 
sufficient and that such dictionaries generally neglect structurally different translation 
choices such as alternative translations and zero translations, which are often preferred 
by experienced translators. The author suggests a functional grammar approach rather 
than a semantic categorization, which leaves many in-between cases (as in the case of 
with). (cf. Schmied 1998: 271) The discussion on mit and with showed the necessity of 
using a functional approach in selecting equivalents. This will be shown below through 
the definition of semantic mirrors. 
Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2004: 1785-1786) discuss Dyvik’s (in press) 
‘semantic mirrors’ approach, which establishes semantic fields where lexemes belong 
with different degrees. This interesting approach takes into consideration overlapping 
contextually based functions of various lexemes. 
Dyvik’s method of ‘semantic mirrors’ implies that we look at the meaning of a lexical 
item as mirrored in its translations in another language. Such an approach is particular-
ly interesting when words have a ‘wide’ meaning (Dyvik’s term) and many different 
contextually bound functions. For pragmatic markers, which have wide meanings and 
different contextually based functions, it can be assumed that their large number of 
functions is mirrored in multiple translations (Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2004: 
1785). 
As implied by the quote above, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (cf. 2004: 1786) 
favour Dyvik’s (in press) approach, which proposes that lexemes which are 
semantically close and pertain to the same lexical section have a number of translations 
in common. In fact and actually, for instance, were found by the authors to share several 
translations. The authors propose setting up semantic fields when deciding on 
equivalents. The semantically underspecified class of pragmatic markers, which usually 
have many translations, senses and implications, remains unexplored. The following 
quote by Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen provides a closer observation to semantic 
fields, in relation to pragmatic markers (including hedges and boosters). 
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[A] semantic field can be constructed on the basis of translation equivalents. Pragmatic 
markers are semantically underspecified and will generally have a large number of dif-
ferent translations representing different senses and implicatures. By going back and 
forth between languages we can determine not only the strength of the equivalents (in-
teresting from a cross-linguistic point of view) but also the closeness of items in one 
language (interesting from the point of view of setting up semantic fields). Different 
items in the field are indeed related to each other on the basis of closeness and remote-
ness of meaning. Some are closer to each other than others, and translations show this. 
(Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2004: 1786). 
Transferring such practices into my study is a relevant stage of my analysis. As will be 
shown below, I established several semantic fields including, for example, frequent 
lexemes that shared pragmatic features such as almost, nearly and approximately as 
well as probably and possibly. In other cases, I chose an English lexeme from a certain 
field that appeared more interesting and was frequent. Within mental verbs, for instance, 
I chose believe instead of think or retain). I analysed words from diverse semantic fields 
(e.g. suggest, approximately, in my opinion) to make the selection more representative. 
It would have been ideal to analyse even more cognates such as analysing appear and 
not only the strong hedge seem. Seem was chosen because it showed interesting 
differences concerning shield categories. For the Italian and Albanian equivalents, I 
selected a large variety of cognates and other equivalents that I judged to be similar to 
the English counterparts in terms of semantics, pragmatics, syntactics and frequency. In 
this study, sememes across languages such as SUGGEST (which includes the English form 
and the corresponding Albanian and Italian equivalents) are capitalized. The examples 
(from my corpora or previous literature) and the specific forms in Albanian, English or 
Italian (e.g. probably) are indicated in italics.  
 The four following tables summarize my list of hedges and boosters and their 
chosen and excluded Albanian and Italian equivalents. I took those decisions based on 
the pragmatic functions of the selected lexemes (how close their functions were), as 
well as their semantic meanings (e.g. consulting different dictionaries) and frequency 
(in my corpora (see Appendix 3) and in previous studies such as Lafuente Millàn’s (cf. 
2008: 75) and Hyland’s (cf. 1998a: 104ff)). I also consulted the translations offered in 
previous studies (Pietrandrea 2007; 2008; Toska 2012: 177). Some equivalents were 
included on the basis of suggestions by experts in the field of linguistics or translation 
(for Italian: Bondi, Bianchi, Freddi; for Albanian: Memushaj, Kabashi). These experts 
are also native speakers of Albanian and Italian. The lexemes that are in bold indicate 
the lexemes selected on the basis of my perception/competence, while the ones that are 
not in bold refer to the ones added from previously mentioned literature sources. 
Though the selected English words are based on previous studies on hedges and 
boosters such as the ones indicated above, I did not place them in bold because it was 
my decision to include these particular forms. As previously mentioned, the Albanian 
and Italian words in red were additional equivalents of the chosen English words, which 
I did not include in this study. I have presented the equivalents in red as suggestions for 
further studies in hedges and boosters in Italian and Albanian. Admittedly, it was not 
feasible to analyse these equivalents (in red). A large number of these lexemes were too 
detached from the meaning and function of the chosen English lexeme and/or were 
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equivalent forms of other hedges and boosters, which were not analysed for various 
reasons. More details and specific examples from the tables will be provided in the 
following pages. 
This paragraph offers a brief discussion about the excluded equivalents. Concerning 
excluded equivalents, there is always a risk of excluding a frequent use in one of the 
studied languages which does not have an equivalent in English. Even though I tried to 
observe the frequency of a large number of hedges and boosters, these categories 
(especially hedges) have an infinite number of devices and are context based. Therefore, 
it is possible that I might have overseen a frequent hedge or booster in Albanian or 
Italian. In the column titled “English lexeme”, there can be found many excluded 
equivalents, which are marked in red. Most of the excluded equivalents were found via 
Thesaurus.com. While examining all synonyms is beyond the purpose of this study, it 
may be interesting to see which alternative hedges and boosters an author can employ in 
English.  
It is not possible to present implications on culturally influenced frequent and rare 
uses of hedges and boosters by analyzing lists that do not include any of the most 
frequent ones. As previously mentioned, I opted for words that were more frequent or 
interesting in academic writings by Albanian and Italian students (see Appendix 3). The 
selected equivalents were generally frequent hedges or boosters in their L1 and L2. 
Some examples are probably (and its Italian cognate probabilmente and Albanian 
ndoshta), suggest (and the Italian suggerire and Albanian sugjeron), believe (and the 
Italian credere and Albanian beson), almost (and the Italian quasi and Albanian 
thuajse), seem (and the Italian pare and sembra and the Albanian duket) so on. These 
equivalents were frequently used whereas others such as the Italian equivalents of 
definitely, con decisione, risolutamente, and the Italian equivalents of significantly, in 
(un) modo sensibile, in (una) maniera significativa, were rarely used in my corpora. 
Many of the excluded lexemes in English, such as virtually, in the vicinity of, in 
essence/effect/substance (see Table 14), incontestably, incontrovertibly (see Table 16) 
and the like would occur more rarely (especially in student L2 writing) than the 
synonyms that were selected for my analysis. However, they are very interesting 
peripheral forms that are additions to the presented semantic fields of these lexemes, 
which share similar pragmatic and semantic features with their English counterparts. 
There were also cases where the frequency of two equivalents was almost identical. 
This was the case with the similar epistemic devices with a high value, decisamente 
(about 120 instances) and assolutamente (circa 100 instances). This is one of the reasons 
for including both of these equivalents for definitely (see Appendix 3). I also included 
some interesting lexemes that were considered in previous studies on hedges and 
boosters (Hyland 1998a; Trajkova 2015; and others).  
If the close cognate of a hedge or booster expressed an epistemic sense which was 
suitable for the purposes of my analysis, I included it. If not, I decided for the equivalent 
with the closest epistemic meaning to the chosen English word. This paragraph will 
focus on the interesting cases of possibly and probably included in Table 24. It will 
show how I selected their equivalents by considering their semantic meanings and 
pragmatic ones. I chose to analyze possibly and probably for being frequently used 
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hedges in my corpora, sharing the same semantic field and being previously mentioned 
in previous studies (Hyland 1998a; Pic and Furmaniak 2012). They also share pragmatic 
features such as showing low and medium probability values. Though, possibly is a 
stronger hedge than probably. It was not feasible to include more peripheral cognates 
such as perhaps, likely and apparently. Pic and Furmaniak (cf. 2012: 16) show that 
perhaps and possibly have different pragmatic functions and epistemic strengths or 
propensities. Beyond considerations of the English lexemes, there are also 
considerations on Albanian and Italian. While in Italian, the division between possibly 
and probably is clear (possiblimente and probabilmente), in Albanian there is no such 
clear-cut division. Every dictionary should take the important difference in degree of 
commitment between these two lexemes into account. Possibly expresses more 
tentativeness and subjectivity than the more objective probably. While Treccani, Hoepli 
and LDOCE appeared to consider this difference, the English equivalents suggested for 
probabilmente by Reverso Context (rarely used for my study) were probably, possibly, 
likely, as if they were the same (Reverso Context s.v. probabilmente). Among the 
chosen equivalents for possibly, there are several types of constructions and items such 
as ka mundësi (direct translation ((henceforth dir. tra.): there is a possibility), është e 
mundshsme (dir. tra.: it is possible), mundet (dir. tra.: it can/is possible), mundësisht 
(dir. tra.: possibly), ka të ngjarë (dir. tra.: there is a possibility/likelihood). Since its 
close cognate mundësisht (dir. tra.: possibly) was mainly non-epistemic and referred to 
if possible, I added the previously mentioned equivalents from my corpora, which were 
much closer in meaning to the epistemic sense of possibly. I checked 40 instances of the 
Italian è possible (dir. tra.: it is possible) to find that it was frequently non-epistemic. 
That is why, I only analyzed è possible che, which had many epistemic usages and was 
often followed by forms such as fosse (would be), abbia (would have) etc. I included the 
adverb verosimilmente due to its similar pragmatic function with possibly and even 
probably. Though, it was difficult to decide whether it was closer to probably or 
possibly, my examples showed a closer similarity with possibly and a low probability 
value. For probably, I included equivalents with a similar pragmatic function such as è 
probabile (dir. tra. it is probable) and è molto probabile ((dir. tra. it is very probable). 
While such forms were considered as closer cognates to probably and possibly, others 
such as presumabilmente were considered as more peripheral and with a different 
probability value or epistemic strength. Presumabilmente is much closer to, for instance, 
presumably, which was not prominent in my L2 corpora. However, it shares pragmatic 
functions with probably and even possibly. Therefore, I included it as an equivalent of 
probably. This is equal to my inclusion of the Albanian equivalents. As Albanian 
equivalents for probably, I chose ndoshta (dir. tra.: maybe) and me/ka shumë mundësi 
(dir. tra.: there is/with a high possibility/probability). In my perception, ndoshta 
expresses a slightly higher probability value than the equivalents of possibly, and the 
word shumë (high/a lot) in me/ka shumë mundësi indicates a higher 
possibility/probability than ka mundësi (equiv.: possibly). The aim of this extensive 
discussion was to describe my selection of equivalents through two clear examples. 
Further examples such as kind of will be provided in the following paragraphs. 
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 hedge: epistemic adverb  
English lexeme Albanian equivalent / 
translation 
Italian equivalent /  
translation 
approximately, nearly, 
almost, generally, relative-
ly, roughly, about, around, 
more or less, circa, loosely 
afërsisht, afersisht, përaf-
ersisht, perafersisht, në 
mënyrë të përafërt, me 
afërsi, pak a shumë, rreth, 
nja, afër 
approssimativamente, in 
modo approssimativo, 
all'incirca, circa, più o 
meno (similar to more or 
less), indicativamente 
almost, nearly, very near-
ly, about, around, approx-
imately, essentially, not far 
from, in the vicinity of, 
substantially, near to 
thuajse, pothuajse, 
pothuaj, po thuajse, me 
përafërsi, gati-gati, afër-
sisht, gati, rreth 
quasi, quasi-quasi 
(spoken), quasiche 
(spoken), appena (fre-
quently meant just), poco 
meno che, pressappoco, 
pressoché 
nearly, almost, approxi-
mately, roughly, practical-
ly, virtually, roundly, in 
essence/effect/substance, 
closely, just about, circa 
gati, gati-gati (rare, 
spoken), shumë afër, 
pothuajse 
quasi, quasi-quasi 
(spoken), quasiche 
(spoken), appena (fre-
quently meant just), poco 
meno che, pressappoco, 
pressoché 
kind of, sort of, somewhat, 
rather, moderately, to 
some extent 
një lloj, disi, njëfarë un tipo di (mostly meant a 
form of), una specie di, 
qualcosa di simile a, sorta 
(di), alcuni tipi di (non-
epistemic) 
possibly, conceivably, like-
ly, perhaps, probably, 
maybe, not impossibly 
ka mundësi, ka mundesi, 
është e mundshsme, eshte 
e mundshme, mundet, 
mundësisht, mundesisht, 
ka të ngjarë, ka te ngjare 
(not found), është e mun-
dur (it is possible), po të 
jetë e mundur 
possibilmente, verosimil-
mente, è possibile, se pos-
sible (non-epistemic: if 
possible), eventualmente, 
potendo 
probably, presumably, 
seemingly, apparently, 
perhaps, in all likelihood, 
in all probability 
ndoshta, me/ka shumë 
mundësi, me/ka shume 
mundesi, ka shumë të 
ngjarë, ka shume te 
ngjare (not found), mbase, 
ka mundësi, ka të ngjarë, 
kushedi 
probabilmente, presumi-
bilmente, è probabile, è 
molto probabile, con pro-
babilità, in modo probabi-
le (not used), con buona 
probabilità, ipoteticamen-
te, 
Table 24: A summary of all selected and excluded epistemic adverbs which function as 
hedges in Albanian, English and Italian. 
 
In this paragraph, there will be clarifications on the procedure of selecting some 
equivalents expressing approximative meanings. Nearly and almost are close cognates 
and together with the more peripheral cognate approximately, they share the same 
semantic field and similar pragmatic functions (see Table 24). This is shown by their 
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similar translations in Albanian, thuajse, pothuajse, pothuaj, afërsisht etc. It was not 
feasible to include other more peripheral cognates such as generally, roughly, around, 
about and so on. Kind of was chosen because of its higher frequencies than sort of in the 
L2 corpora and the fact that, jointly with sorf of, it is mentioned by Skelton (cf. 1988: 
38) to contrast Prince et al.’s clear-cut categorization of shields and approximators. 
Skelton (cf. 1988: 38) proposes that kind of and sort of have various overlapping 
pragmatic functions in different contexts. These are the first hedges presented in 
Lakoff’s list (1973: 472). Lakoff (1973: 471) presents sort of as a ‘predicate modifier’ 
and argues that “[t]he effect of sort of cannot even be described in a two valued system, 
where clause complexes are either true or false and individuals are either set members 
or not.” This supports my ranking of kind of and sort of as adaptors of degree. As for the 
Italian equivalents of kind of, una sorta di is equivalent to una specie di. At first, I 
considered it as closer to sort of, but the analysis showed how sorta is more epistemic 
than tipo (di). This confirmed Bondi’s suggestion in a discussion on my equivalents 
(personal communication, July 7, 2017). The Albanian disi gave me the feeling that it 
was very close to somehow, which is quite similar to kind of. However, it is also more 
epistemic than the mainly non-epistemic një lloj, which is equal to tipo (di). Though, 
both of these translations are not false cognates since they still have several epistemic 
usages which were comparable to kind of. More specific examples will be provided in 
the qualitative analysis and discussion of this form (5.1.3.3).  
As I mentioned while introducing these tables, most of the excluded equivalents in 
red are too detached from the meaning and pragmatic function of the selected English 
word and/or ae first equivalents of other (excluded) hedges and boosters. This is also 
shown in Table 25, which presents equivalents for lexical verbs and introductory 
phrases. In Italian, ipotizzare (dir. tra.: to hypothesize) and supporre (dir. tra.: to 
suppose) (see Table 25) are certainly interesting lexical verbs which are peripheral 
equivalents of credere (to believe). However, for believe, I only included its close 
cognates, the Italian credere and the Albanian besoj, which share more or less the same 
pragmatic functions with it. This choice provided satisfactory results in terms of similar 
features and frequency. For introductory forms, I analysed a semantic field including in 
my/our opinion, from my/our point of view. I included their Albanian and Italian 
cognates as well as their peripheral meanings and forms indicated in Table 15. These 
equivalent forms share the same pragmatic functions of hedging or showing 
evidentiality in the text. 
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 hedge: lexical verb and 
introductory phrase 
 
English lexeme Albanian equivalent / 
translation 
Italian equivalent /  
translation 
believe, suppose, think, 
presuppose, be of the opin-
ion, be credulous, deem 
te besosh, te mendosh, të 
jesh i mendimit, te 
hamëndësosh, te kesh 
përshtypjen se 
credere, ritenere, suppor-
re, ipotizzare, reputare, 
giudicare, stimare 
seem, appear, imply, 
sound, assume, hint, re-
semble, look as if/like 
te duket/sh, krijon 
përshtypjen se, kam/kemi 
përshtypjen se 
sembrare, parere, ave-
re/dare l'impressione, ap-
parire 
suggest, propose, pose, 
theorize, propone, adivice 
të sugjerosh, të propososh, 
te japësh mendim 
suggerire, consigliare, 
indicare, mostrare 
in my/our opinion për mendimin tim/tonë, 
per mendimin tim/tone, 
jam i/jemi të mendimit që 
secondo me/noi, (il/a) mio 
parere, (a/il) mio avviso, 
secondo la mia opinione 
(found), essere d'avvi-
so/dell avviso, essere d'o-
pinione/dell’ opinione, 
per mio avviso (not found) 
from my/our point of view këndvështrimi im (not 
found) 
(dall) mio/nostro punto di 
vista 
from my/our perspective (nga) pikëpamja ime (dall) mio/nostro punto di 
vista 
Table 25: A summary of all selected and excluded lexical verbs and introductory 
phrases which function as hedges in Albanian, English and Italian. 
 
An interesting fact from these tables (24-28) is the high number of equivalents chosen 
for an English lexeme. The discussion on intensifying equivalents will reveal more 
details related to this aspect. Again, the semantic meanings as well as syntactic and 
pragmatic features were taken into consideration. Significantly (indicated in Table 26) in 
Italian can be expressed in many ways, for instance, through the closer form 
sensibilmente (significantly) and the peripherical ones (in terms of surface features) in 
(una) maniera sensibile (in a significant (sensitive) manner), in (un) modo sensibile (in 
a significant way), in (una) maniera significativa (in a significant manner), and in (un) 
modo significativo (in a significant way). Albanian shows rich semantic fields like 
Italian, with forms such as në mënyrë (shumë) të ndjeshme/konsiderueshme ((in a (very) 
significant/considerable manner), apart from the closer cognate ndjeshëm. Another 
suggested Italian form for significantly is notevolmente, which I did not include due to 
its closer similarity to noticeably. The chosen word, sensibilmente, is explained in 
Hoepli and Treccani as related to the senses or deriving from the senses. However, this 
lexeme has a second meaning and can function as a booster, which makes it comparable 
to significantly. In my data, I found its frequent boosting function and I made sure to 
exclude all its instances that were related to senses and perception. These equivalents 
functioning as intensifiers revealed more features of Albanian and Italian as far as 
pragmatics and semantics are concerned. More details can be found in Table 26. 
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 booster: epistemic (inten-
sifying) adverb 
 
English lexeme Albanian equivalent / 
translation 
Italian equivalent /  
translation 
completely, absolutely, 
altogether, fully, perfect-
ly, totally, unconditional-
ly, in entirety/full/all, 
extensively 
tërësisht, teresisht, krejt, 
krejtësisht, kryekëput, me 
gjithçka, plotësisht 
completamente, in modo 
completo, compiutamente 
entirely, completely, ab-
solutely, exclusively, 
fully, wholly, in every 
respect 
plotësisht, plotesisht, deri 
në fund, tërësisht, 
përfundimisht, plot, me 
tërë forcën 
interamente, per intero, in 
modo intero, da cima a fondo, 
del tutto, integralmente, in 
toto 
totally, completely, ex-
actly, all, all in all, per-
fectly, entirely, fully 
plotësisht, plotesisht totalmente, in (un) modo to-
tale, in (una) maniera totale, 
del tutto 
significantly, considera-
bly, decidedly, extremely, 
greatly, much, notably, 
quite, very, very much, 
incomparably 
ndjeshëm, ndjeshem, ndj-
eshme, në mënyrë 
(shumë) të ndjesh-
me/konsiderueshme, mjaft 
i madh, i dukshëm, i 
rëndësishëm 
sensibilmente, in (una) ma-
niera sensibile, in (un) modo 
sensibile, in (una) maniera 
significativa, in (un) modo 
significativo, notevolmente, 
considerabilmente, decisa-
mente, nettamente, alquanto 
Table 26: A summary of all selected and excluded epistemic adverbs which function as 
boosting intensifiers in Albanian, English and Italian. 
 
It is easy to notice that in Table 27 (and Table 28), the suggested Albanian and Italian 
equivalents reappear in different lines. This discussion focuses on mostly adverbial 
equivalents with the function of emphasizing. The Albanian form me siguri (direct tra.: 
with sureness/certainty), for instance, appears as a possible equivalent for of course, but 
also for surely. Equally, plotësisht in Albanian can mean entirely, completely and 
totally. In that case, I used my perception as a native speaker to include plotësisht as an 
equivalent of entirely and totally, and tërësisht as an equivalent of completely. In some 
cases, there is no close cognate for an English lexeme, so I had to find the lexeme with 
the closest semantic, syntactic and pragmatic features. For definitely (included in Table 
27), I chose assolutamente (dir. tra.: absolutely) rather than definitivamente or in modo 
definitivo, which were suggested by Hoepli, but were more equivalents of definitively. I 
also included decisamente which has a similar boosting function to definitely. 
Assolutamente and decisamente are the closest options to definitely, which has no close 
cognate in Italian. However, other included peripherical options, which still belong to 
the same semantic field, are con decisione, (Olivetti) risolutamente, indiscutibilmente, 
fermamente (RCS Libri). These synonyms, suggested by Olivetti and RCS Libri, 
similarly function as boosters in my corpora. It can be seen that deciding on mostly 
adverbial equivalents functioning as emphasizers is a complex task. The difficulty lays 
in the lack of direct equivalents and similarity between them. 
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 booster: epistemic 
(emphasizing) adverb 
 
English lexeme Albanian equivalent Italian equivalent 
clearly, without any 
doubt, apparently, cer-
tainly, definitely, dis-
tinctly, evidently, obvi-
ously, audibly, 
incontestably, incontro-
vertibly 
qartësisht, në mënyrë të/të 
tregosh qartë, me qartësi 
qartas, qartazi 
chiaramente, chiaro (incl. 
in (un) modo chiaro), in 
(una) maniera chiara, 
senza alcun dubbio, di-
stintamente, ovviamente, 
inequivocabilmente 
of course, as expected, 
by all means, certainly, 
definitely, indeed, indu-
bitably, naturally 
patjetër, patjeter, medoemos, 
në mënyrë të detyruesh-
me/padiskutueshme; me çdo 
kusht, me siguri 
naturalmente, certo, 
senz’altro, ovviamente 
definitely, certainly, ab-
solutely, clearly, decid-
edly, doubtless, obvious-
ly, unequivocally, 
undeniably, unquestion-
ably, without doubt, 
surely 
absolutisht, në mënyrë abso-
lute, ne menyre absolute (not 
found), pa asnjë përjashtim, 
plotësisht, krejt 
assolutamente, in (una) 
maniera assoluta, in (un) 
modo assoluto, in assolu-
to, in senso assoluto,  
decisamente, con decisio-
ne, risolutamente, indiscu-
tibilmente, fermamente, 
sicuramente, con certezza, 
in via definitiva, definiti-
vamente, certo, pronta-
mente 
obviously, unmistakably, 
apparently, certainly, 
clearly, definitely, evi-
dently, noticeably, visi-
bly, surely 
dukshëm, dukshem, duket 
qartë, duket qarte (not 
found), natyrisht, (në mënyrë 
të) dukshme 
ovviamente, ovvio (incl. è 
ovvio, in (un) modo ov-
vio) 
surely, without doubt, 
absolutely, assuredly, 
certainly, indeed, inevi-
tably 
sigurisht, me siguri sicuramente, di sicuro, 
senza esitazione, con sicu-
rezza, con padronanza, 
certamente, di certo 
certainly, without doubt, 
absolutely, assuredly, 
exactly, of course, un-
questionably, surely 
natyrisht, siç është e 
natyrshme, sigurisht, pa dy-
shim 
certamente, di certo, cer-
tissimamente (spoken, not 
used), con (assoluta) cer-
tezza, in tutta certezza, 
con sicurezza, di sicuro, 
indubbiamente, innega-
bilmente, certo 
undoubtedly, certainly, 
assuredly, definitely, 
really, truly 
padyshim indubbiamente, indubita-
bilmente, indubitatamente, 
efficacia 
without doubt, certainly, 
clearly, doubtlessly, cat-
egorically, unequivocally 
pa dyshim, pa asnjë dyshim senza dubbio, senza alcun 
dubbio, in modo indubita-
to (not used), con assoluta 
certezza 
Table 27: A summary of all selected and excluded epistemic adverbs which function as 
boosting emphasizers in Albanian, English and Italian. 
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The following Table 28 contains the two selected lexical verbs that can function as 
boosters, namely demonstrate and prove. Boosters mainly appear as adverbials. Out of 
the fewer boosting lexical verbs, I considered these two as representative. They show a 
high level of author’s commitment and were frequently used in my corpora. Show was 
also a frequent lexeme across the corpora. However, I focused on the strong booster 
demonstrate, which was also frequent. The excluded equivalent mostrare was 
considered to be closer to show. For prove, I included a large variety of Albanian 
equivalents and its close cognate të provosh. I also included its frequent Italian 
counterpart provare and the more peripheral option comprovare, which was less 
frequent than provare. Provare was often used to refer to the act of feeling and so on 
while comprovare was mostly related to boosting.  
 
 booster: lexical verb  
English lexeme Albanian equivalent / 
translation 
Italian equivalent /  
translation 
demonstrate, show, evi-
dence, determine, prove, 
validate, indicate, display 
të demostrosh, të demon-
strosh 
dimostrare, mostrare, 
manifestare, provare 
prove, establish facts, 
demonstrate, show, vali-
date, confirm, find, verify, 
certify, attest, testify, sus-
tain 
të provosh, të faktosh, të 
vërtetosh, të dëshmosh 
provare, comprovare, atte-
stare, dare prova/e, fornire 
prova/e, evidenziare, dimo-
strare, certificare, docu-
mentare, testimoniare 
Table 28: A summary of the two selected and excluded lexical verbs which function as 
boosters in Albanian, English and Italian. 
 
After the extensive discussion on equivalent selection, there is one additional process 
which is worth mentioning. It is the process of searching for equivalents through 
AntConc. This additional discussion provides a complete picture of equivalent selection. 
The tables above presented the infinitive forms of equivalents. However, in most of the 
cases, they were searched through lemmas. Four different forms of the Albanian te 
dukesh (infinitive of seem) were found through the search with AntConc. One of them is 
dukesh (sh/sha/shin/shit/shim), which refers to the simple present of the second person 
singular dukesh, and all past forms such as te dukesh*, imperfect forms such as dukesh* 
and even the second person singular form in the future tense, do të dukesh*. The other 
three chosen lemmas are duket* (duket, do të duket), duken* (duken/ni, do të duken/ni) 
and dukej. The search for the lemma duke provided an excessive number of the 
conjunction duke (while). The lemma duke does not include all possible forms of the 
verb such as the past -ed forms u duk or present dukkam etc. However, it was not 
relevant to search these forms. They either express a generally non-epistemic meaning 
or are very rarely used in Albanian. The reflective forms dukem and dukemi (I/we seem) 
were excluded because they were found to express the non-epistemic sense of I/we look 
like or seem to others. Similar decisions were made for other Italian and Albanian 
equivalents in the role of lexical verbs. I simply searched the Italian cred* (believ*) as it 
included all credere forms and less external forms such as credente (noun), credevole 
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(adjective) etc. For parere (infinitive of seem), I however entered pare*, parso*, 
parsa*, parsi* and paiono*. In this manner, I avoided getting a large number of other 
lexemes starting with par*, such as parere (opinion), parenthetico (parenthetic), parità 
(equality) etc. This additional discussion on my search of equivalents showed some of 
the challenges of selecting specific forms and excluding others for the analysis. 
This subsection focused on the hedging and boosting categories that were used for 
this study. It also provided an extensive discussion on my equivalent selection. The 
widely known difficulty to select appropriate equivalents was presented. The next 
subsection will focus on semantic categories of the selected equivalents.  
4.7. Semantic categories of selected hedging and boosting equivalents  
This subsection only focuses on semantic categories of equivalents based on 
dictionaries and my perspective. It is different from the discussion on semantic 
‘hedging’ categories from the previous subsection. The following paragraphs will focus 
on the dictionaries used for my study and the challenges in selecting the semantic 
categories. They introduce subsection 5.1.3, where all these categories are discussed and 
illustrated with examples from my corpora.  
To categorize the various uses and semantic meanings of every included hedge and 
booster, I consulted ten monolingual and bilingual dictionaries of English, Italian and 
Albanian. Finally, I developed my own categorization. For the English lexemes, I 
adapted and combined various categories offered in the Cambridge (Online) Dictionary 
(here referred to as COD, including both British and American English), Longman 
Dictionary of Contemporary English (referred to as LDOCE), the Oxford Dictionaries 
(referred to as Oxford, including English), and only partly the lexical database for 
English, WordNet. However, for a complete understanding of hedges and boosters in 
Albanian and Italian, it is not possible to interpret and overgeneralize based solely on 
their English meanings. Therefore, I mainly used different categories from four Italian 
learners’ dictionaries (and other Italian English ones), which were suggested to me by 
Italian language experts. Two of them are Grande Dizionario Hoepli for Italian (Aldo 
Gabrielli) and Grande Dizionario Hoepli for Italian-English and English-Italian 
(Fernando Picchi), both mentioned on the website of the journal La Repubblica. I also 
used Treccani-La Cultura Italiana-Vocabolario, Dizionario Italiano Olivetti (Olivetti) 
and RCS Libri for Italian-Italian. RCS Libri, which provided various Italian synonyms 
and equivalents, was taken from the website of Il Corriere Della Sera. In very few 
cases, I used One Word Italiano and Word Reference. Lastly, I found the very rare 
Albanian dictionaries Fjalori Elektronik Shpjegues Shqip-Shqip QEP (Dictionary of 
Albanian from “Qendra për Edukim dhe Përparim.”) and Fjalori i Gjuhës së Sotme 
Shqipe (FGJSSH, Dictionary of the Current Albanian Language). All the semantic 
categories found in these dictionaries served as an initial point in deciding on the 
semantic categories for each analyzed hedge and booster. They were assessed, 
compared and improved for the purposes of my study as briefly shown in the next 
paragraph. 
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To find the appropriate categories for my study, fully understand them and finally, 
adapt them for my data was a relatively big challenge. The clear-cut categorization did 
not apply for several words within the context. Moreover, there was ambiguity arising 
from the overlapping categories and meanings of words in certain contexts. The 
dictionary categorizations with their similarities and differences, my final categorization 
and related problems are all important aspects worth discussing. The discussion about 
more than 20 hedges and boosters in L2 and around 40 L1 equivalents being searched 
and compared in ten dictionaries from three different languages would require an 
excessive number of pages. Since not every category is relevant for this study, a few 
words have been selected for the discussion and a more detailed analysis of the most 
interesting ones is provided. Clear examples will be provided in subsection 5.1.3. 
In subsection 5.1.3 and related subsections, there will be a detailed discussion of the 
pragmatic functions of hedging introductory phrases (e.g. in my opinion). Moreover, 
there will be a discussion of my categorization of the semantic meanings deriving from 
selected adverbial hedging forms and adverbial boosting forms. Finally, there will be an 
explanation of the semantic categories of the included lexical verb forms that belong to 
either hedging or boosting. The discussion will extend across the categories presented 
by the ten monolingual and bilingual learners’ dictionaries and my personal additions 
and findings in relation to these categories. My arguments will be supported by clearly 
contextualized examples from all my corpora. The examples are carefully selected so 
that the categories are presented through a variety including the three studied languages, 
the disciplinary domains, both genders we well as clear vs. ambiguous cases.  
This subsection served as an introduction to my selection of semantic categories. 
The next subsection provides more details on the way I prepared and analysed the data. 
It is very important since it provides a clear overview of each stage, from selecting 
instances for the analysis to including actual variables in the analysis. 
4.8. Preparing and analysing the data 
Preparing the data for the analysis and analyzing it are two crucial stages of this study. 
This subsection will focus on relevant methodological aspects such as finding instances 
(occurrences) for the analysis and related challenges, selecting these instances through 
an accurate system, copying them to Excel, preparing them for the statistical test and 
analyzing them according to specific variables. It provides an understanding of the 
subsequent analysis section. 
Through the concordance program AntConc 3.4.4 (Anthony 2014), I was able to 
search and retrieve the instances from the selected lexemes and their equivalents. The 
program is very useful, though it has some limitations. After inserting all TXT files 
(separately for each corpus), I used AntConc’s WordList function to get an overview of 
the total number of words. This function alternatively provided a useful sequential list 
of the most frequent words in the corpora as well as the number of word types. For my 
study, I mostly made use of the Key Word in Context function, which allowed me to see 
and check all instances. By clicking on an instance of the searched word, I could enter 
the actual file where these instances, their corresponding clause complexes and 
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surrounding text were found. During this process, I came across some limitations of 
AntConc 3.4.4, which was generally effective for analysing the corpus data. While 
manually copying the data, I had to be attentive not to relate the wrong author with a 
certain instance. This was difficult because sometimes, AntConc erroneously showed 
the instances not parallel to their actual authors (file names). It showed, for instance, the 
clause complex He is possibly alive with the file name CAR12MML_1. However, when 
I clicked and entered that instance, it would show a different author (file name) such as 
CAR14FPMI_2. For several words, it could not read some of the instances as shown in 
Picture 5. I could not enter the file to copy it to Excel and view it in context. To solve 
this problem and access those instances, I had to find and use a previous version from 
2011, AntConc 3.2.4. Beyond these limitations, AntConc 3.4.4 proved to be a useful 
tool for retrieving the instances. However, as shown in the following paragraph, not 
every instance was included in the final Excel tables. 
  
 
Picture 5: Error of AntConc (3.4.4.) during the search for the lemma sembra. 
 
Since some of the selected lexemes had more than 1000, 2000 or even 3000 instances, I 
created a system that enabled me to analyse a large variety of lexemes and instances. 
This system consists of certain rules that were created and maintained for copying the 
instances from my corpora through AntConc to the Excel table for the analysis: 
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I. until 479 instances per lexeme and corpus, all instances are copied and 
analyzed,  
II. if the total number of instances per lexeme exceeds 479 instances, only every 
second instance is copied and analyzed,  
III. if the total number of instances per lexeme is between 750 and 1500, only 
every 3rd instance is copied and analyzed,  
IV. if the total number of instances per lexeme is between 1501 and 2000, only 
every 5th is copied and analyzed,  
V. if the total number of instances per lexeme is between 2000 and 2500, only 
every 6th of the instances is copied and analyzed.  
VI. if the total number of instances per lexeme is between 2501 and 3000, only 
every 7th instance is copied and analyzed,  
VII. if the total number of instances per lexeme is between 3001 and 3500, only 
every 8th instance is copied and analyzed. 
 
The transparency of the results is considered as a crucial aspect for this study. While 
preparing the data for the analysis, I manually copied every single clause complex (also 
referred to as sentence). I copied approximately 15.000 occurrences of hedges and 
boosters from AntConc to Excel. I placed every copied clause complex into a separate 
Excel table for each selected lexeme. I copied every clause complex and in cases where 
the meaning was incomplete, I even copied the previous or following clause complex. 
To emphasize the target element or lexeme within the clause complex, I put every hedge 
or booster in bold. I divided the separate Excel tables for each lexeme into four internal 
tables according to the four corpora. I used several columns where, for all instances, I 
placed file names, corresponding actual instances, types (hedge/ booster/ excluded), 
semantic categories (likely true/likely to (not) happen-ed), semantic subcategories 
(higher probability: most probably), hedge categories (approximator/ shield), 
approximator/shield subcategories (rounder/ adaptor/ plausibility-/attribution-/ 
impersonal-shield), approximator/shield subcategories (probability/ limitation/ degree/ 
quantity/ frequency) and author-,proposition-related categories. In addition, I placed the 
types of orientation-manifestation (objective-implicit/objective-explicit), personal 
pronouns (1st person singular or plural/ 2nd person singular or plural/ 3rd person 
singular or plural-neutral or neutral it or female or male), passive voice, first position 
types (fronted), second position types (neutral/ medial/ thematic) and third position 
types (afterthought or final/parenthetic/parenthetic+in parentheses). Finally, I placed the 
word’s number of clusters with other boosters in a clause complex, the actual boosters 
with which the word clusters, number of clusters with other hedges in a clause complex, 
the actual hedges with which the word clusters, the actual modality element with which 
the word collocates within its span, notes (direct or transferred negative/direct or 
indirect quote/other descriptions) and additional notes (more extended and descriptive, 
indicating the elements etc.). All these steps enabled me to conduct the qualitative 
analysis, which led to the quantitative analysis. For the quantitative analysis, it was 
necessary to prepare the data for the statistical tests. 
The statistical tests are important for the quantitative analysis part. The used tests 
and related interpretations are presented in subsection 5.2. In this paragraph, there will 
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be a general discussion on one of the used tests and the way data was prepared for this 
test. The first test I used was the logistic regression, which is probably one of the most 
overarching investigative methods of my study. The statistical test was conducted 
through the program Rbrul 3.1.1. (Daniel Ezra Johnson 2017). Gelman and Hill (2007: 
79) define the widely used logistic regression as “the standard way to model binary 
outcomes (that is, data yi that take on the values 0 or 1)”. I chose this statistical test due 
to the binary nature of my dependent variables, hedges or boosters. For the logistic 
regression, I only reveal the results for hedges, which allow inferences on boosters as 
well. To prepare the data for the logistic regression through Rbrul, there were several 
stages that I went through. This ensured accurate results from the test. Empty, non-
applicable slots and categories of the included independent variables with insufficient or 
no data were excluded. The stages I went through are shown in the sequential list below.  
 
I. Commas, empty spaces and non-applicable slots were excluded. Only 8088 
tokens of hedges and boosters were used since the others had to be deleted while 
preparing the data for the statistical test. This was the first (I) cleaned version. 
II. Positioning categories such as fronted, afterthought (final) and parenthetic were 
excluded.  
III. Non-applicable slots related to the variables of orientation and author 
commitment were excluded. 
IV. Non-applicable slots related to the remaining positioning categories, thematic, 
medial and neutral were excluded.  
V. The combination subjective-implicit within the combined variable of orientation 
and manifestation was excluded.  
VI. Remaining empty cells such as propositional-subjective explicit, propositional-
bi-clausal and subjective-explicit-bi-clausal were excluded. In addition, the 
categories of subjective-explicit, subjective-implicit, (fronted) bi-clausal and the 
CARE corpus were completely excluded from the analysis. This final version 
was saved as an excel sheet named ‘pivoted.’ 
 
The list shows the long process of preparing the data for the statistical test through 
RBrul, which involved excluding several variables, columns and lines. Since the 
categories mentioned above were unevenly distributed and had either zero or very low 
occurrences for many lexemes, excluding them was the only way to ensure accurate 
results from the logistic regression. Moreover, any kind of interaction between the 
categories was excluded from the analysis. These problems were particularly prominent 
in CARE. The CARE corpus had to be excluded due to such uneven results that could 
not be used for the statistical test. These steps ensured accurate results from the 
statistical test. 
It is necessary to explain the values for the statistical results of the test and the 
reasons why I used them. The included variables are the corpora (indicated as corpus, 
including CAR, CIAO, CIAOE), orientation and manifestation (indicated as orient-
manifest, including objective-implicit and objective-explicit), syntactic positioning 
(indicated as positioning, including neutral, medial and thematic) and author-
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commitment (including authorial and propositional). Table 29 is an example used to 
explain the different results or values of the test and how to interpret them. 
“Coefficients in logistic regression can be challenging to interpret” because of 
nonlinearity (Gelman and Hill 2007: 81). One effective way to interpret logistic 
regression coefficients is by using odds ratios. The ratio of two odds, (p1/ (1-p1)) / (p2/ 
(1-p2)), is referred to as the odds ratio. (cf. Gelman and Hill 2007: 82) The table below 
includes the logodds (log [p/(1-p)],), which are the logarithm of the odds ratio of 
hedges. The odds indicate the probabilities of occurrence/success or non-
occurrence/failure. In this case, they reveal the higher (positive values) or lower 
(negative values) occurrence of hedges as compared to boosters. Higher positive values 
would mean that hedges were frequently used in a certain position or corpus whereas 
higher negative values would imply that boosters were more frequently used in a certain 
position, corpus etc. The benefits of using the logodds are that they present infinite +/- 
values and can be easily updated with new data. The n value indicates the total number 
of tokens for hedges and boosters for a specific level of a variable such as hedges and 
boosters in CIAOE. The proportion shows the fraction of the total sum that contains a 
certain attribute. It can be also interpreted in terms of percentages. In the sample table 
below, for instance, 53.6% (0.536) out of 2445 tokens from CAR are hedges. As is 
known, p-values indicate the level of significance between the different strengths 
presented by these variables (see also Gelman and Hill 2007; Chatterjee and Ali 2006). 
The definition of important values such as the logodds and proportion facilitates the 
interpretation of these values in the quantitative analysis subsection. 
 
text type logodds n proportion 
CAR 0.412 2445 0.536 
Table 29: An example table including the selected logistic regression values. 
Another relevant test or program that I used to measure the differences in the usage of 
specific hedges and boosters in the Albanian and Italian L1 and L2 corpora is the log-
likelihood and effect size calculator (from the Lancaster University). It enabled me to 
observe the log-likelihood and effect sizes in various comparisons. This program 
provides pairwise comparisons (corpus one and two), with the second corpus 
traditionally being the control corpus. However, it has been adapted to compare similar 
corpora as in my case. I entered the program (indicated as Wizard) by clicking on a link 
from AntConc’s 3.4.4 ReadMe file (page 7, http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/llwizard.html), 
where I could run the test. I entered the raw number of tokens per lexeme and 
corresponding corpus for two corpora at the same time. With one click, it gave me the 
necessary results from the test. The test is easily accessible and useful for pairwise 
comparisons. 
As in the case of the logistic regression, the results from the log-likelihood and 
effect size calculator are shown through different values. The OddsRatio effect size 
shows the statistical impact on this significance. The log-likelihood (LL) value indicates 
the significance of the difference (see Appendix 1) in the usage of different hedging and 
boosting devices. It is always a positive value, even though it is presented with ‘-’ for 
underuse and ‘+’ for overuse of the first corpus as compared to the second corpus. The 
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significance of the difference between two frequency scores is higher or lower, 
depending on the G2 value. A higher G2 value translates into a more significant 
difference. (cf. Lancaster University n.d.: para 9) The difference between two scores is 
more significant if the G2 or LL value is higher. The following points instruct on how to 
interpret an LL value: 
 95th percentile; 5% level; p < 0.05; critical value = 3.84  
 99th percentile; 1% level; p < 0.01; critical value = 6.63  
 99.9th percentile; 0.1% level; p < 0.001; critical value = 10.83  
 99.99th percentile; 0.01% level; p < 0.0001; critical value = 15.13 
(Anthony 2014)  
After the general introduction of these values, there will be a detailed introduction to 
these values and their symbols based on a concrete example from my results. In 
subsection 5.2.2 (including 5.2.2.1-5.2.2.3) and corresponding tables (43, 44 and 45), 
O1 and O2 indicate the raw number of words for corpus one (e.g. CIAO) and corpus 
two (e.g. CIAOE). Table 30 is an example table used to explain how I interpreted the 
results and what the elements of the tables indicate. They are automatically calculated, 
together with the total number of words for each corpus. This results in %1 (relative 
frequencies of corpus one), %2 (relative frequencies of corpus two), LL (log-likelihood 
value) and the effect sizes such as Beyes and OddsRatio. For the purposes of this study, 
the discussion will only concentrate on the significance of the numerical differences 
through LL values. To reveal the effect size, the OR (OddsRatio) will be used. OR 
shows the association (and its strength) of the presence/absence of a word in corpus one 
with the presence/absence of the same word in corpus two. More details on this 
statistical test are shown in Appendix 1. 
 
Hedge O1     %1      O2   %2       LL        %DIFF Bayes    ELL       RRisk LogRat. OR 
seem 464    0.02    224  0.01 +  69.84    93.40    54.28     0.00000  1.93    0.95     1.93      
Table 30: An example table including the selected log-likelihood and size effect values. 
 
Finally, there will be a summary of the main aspects that will be the focus of my 
following section, my quantitative and qualitative analysis. These aspects were also 
introduced in my literature review in subsection 4.1 and in the previous paragraphs on 
the (Excel) categories for the analysis of probably. My quantitative and qualitative 
analysis will concentrate on the divisions: 
 
o hedge, booster or excluded  
-approximator or shield (for hedge)/intensifier or emphasizer (for booster) 
-approximator (rounder or adaptor), shield (plausibility, attribution or 
impersonal shield)/intensifier or emphasizer 
-approximator (with an approximative meaning of degree, limitation, 
probability, frequency or quantity) 
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-author-related or proposition-related 
o semantic category (category a e.g. likely to be true or b e.g. likely to (not) happen-
ed) based on my decision and various dictionaries 
-semantic subcategory (a1 or b1 e.g. higher probability: most probably) 
o type of combination in terms of manifestation and orientation (subjective-explicit, 
subjective implicit, objective-explicit or objective implicit) 
o type of syntactic position (fronted, thematic, neutral, medial, final, parenthetic or 
parenthetic-in parenthesis) 
o passive voice (passive or not passive) 
o type of personal pronoun related to the hedge or booster (1st person singular (I 
believe), 1st person plural (we suggest), 2nd person singular (you seem), 2nd person 
plural (you seem), 3rd person singular neutral (unspecified e.g. the 
author/experiment demonstrated), 3rd person plural neutral (e.g. they), 3rd person 
singular neutral it (e.g. it is clearly…), 3rd person singular female (e.g. She/Maria 
seems), 3rd person plural female (e.g. the female respondents), 3rd person singular 
male (e.g. it seems to him) or 3rd person plural male (e.g. the male respondents) 
o the lexeme’s number of clusters and the actual boosters with which the lexeme 
(hedge/booster) clusters in a clause complex/within its scope 
o the lexeme’s number of clusters and the actual hedges with which the lexeme 
(hedge/booster) clusters in a clause complex/within its scope  
o the actual modality element with which the lexeme collocates within its span 
(deontic, epistemic or dynamic) 
o the type of negative polarity related to the lexeme (direct or transferred negative) 
 
Through the analysis of the aspects listed above, I aim at revealing the types of context-
based occurrences of these categories, which includes a possible overlap between them. 
I also aim at investigating the relation between these categories or concepts which 
derive from different decades and theories. Finally, my aim is to show the frequencies 
of these categories or concepts and test their statistical significance. The following 
subsection will reveal more details on these aspects. 
5. Data analysis and discussion 
5.1. Qualitative analysis 
5.1.1. Hedges  
The analysis of hedges includes their categorization according to different variables (see 
previous subsection). Before exploring these categorizations for each lexeme, which 
will be presented in the next subsections, I had to choose whether each instance was a 
hedge or not. Through the examples of KIND OF, POSSIBLY and BELIEVE, the importance of 
context and the differences across languages regarding epistemic choices of students 
will be shown.  
It is clear that modality (hedges and boosters) can function differently and express 
distinct modality values in different languages. Pietrandrea (2005: 101ff) describes the 
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more frequent occurrence of future forms in Italian as compared to other languages. 
While, for example, analysing POSSIBLY in all three languages, I noticed the difference in 
the forms that were used in Italian and Albanian as compared to English. While 
possibilmente (Italian) and mundësisht (Albanian) were mostly non-epistemic and rather 
objective, Albanian and Italian students made use of different epistemic choices in their 
L1 (see examples below). This is a relevant finding from my qualitative analysis. This 
was confirmed by the consulted Italian dictionaries, which did not show a clearly 
epistemic meaning for possibilmente.  
The discussion will move from the dictionary descriptions to the actual usages in my 
corpora. Two examples that show differerences of epistemic choices across Albanian, 
Italian and English will be discussed. It can be noticed that possibilmente is employed to 
offer a sense of objectivity. In example 5.1, the female MA student is basically stating 
that if it is objectively possible within our physical world, accurate information should 
be provided by the subject, the author. On a similar note, in example 5.2, mundësisht is 
ideational and indicates the allowed timeframe (within twenty seconds or thirty) until a 
certain object, person or solution can be found. In my view, the only hedge that can be 
found in that example is let‘s say. Neither one of the equivalents has a hedging function. 
 
5.1 L’autore dovrebbe fornire perciò possibilmente delle informazioni molto dettagliate sul-
lo scopo e sul tipo di link. (CIAO14FML_67)  
 
That is why the author should provide, if possible, very detailed information about the scope 
and type of link. (my translation) 
 
5.2 […] duhet gjetur brenda, mundësisht, njëzet sekondave, hajde, tridhjetë sekondave, […]. 
(CAR13MPS_47)  
 
It must be found, if possible, within twenty seconds, or let‘s say thirty, […]. (my translation) 
 
The previous examples show us how different languages allow different ways of 
hedging or boosting. The same lexeme can be a hedge, booster or not depending on the 
context. The inclusion or exclusion criteria for hedges and boosters remain an essential 
and underexplored aspect in previous literature. Even though most of the reviewed 
researchers mention the importance of the context when deciding on hedges and 
boosters, they fail to provide context-based examples of excluded semantic meanings or 
different usages. Therefore, I have provided a small representative list of all different 
types of hedges (and later, boosters) that includes their usages or semantic meanings 
that were excluded from the analysis. These usages or meanings were not modal 
assessments of the propositional information. However, it needs to be mentioned that 
the presented usages or semantic meanings were not always excluded from the analysis. 
The frequently excluded clearly understand was, for instance, sometimes ranked as a 
booster. Though, this form was mostly functioning outside the modality area. There are 
also many usages in Albanian and Italian that were mostly functioning as hedges (or 
boosters) but had a particular meaning that was excluded. Some of them are the 
Albanian mundësisht (possibly), ka të ngjarë (possibly) and the Italian sensibilmente 
(significantly). It is clear that many of these forms or meanings are the obvious and 
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frequent ones and that there were many ambiguous ones that were excluded based on an 
individual analysis of each clause complex. Usages are written in italics whereas 
semantic meanings are not. 
 
Excluded usages and excluded semantic meanings of three hedges: 
 
KIND OF 
English: any kind of, what kind of, particular kind of, a new kind of, no kind of,  
Albanian: një lloj (a type of), disa lloj (some/several types of),  
Italian: un tipo di (a type of), sorta (species, type e.g. questa sorta (this type). 
 
POSSIBLY 
English: if possible, what/how could possibly…? (surprise, shock, irony, doubt), cannot 
possibly, 
Albanian: mundësisht (if possible), aq më shumë ka të ngjarë (the more…the more it is 
possible to…), si ka mundësi (how it is possible), gjithnjë është e mundshme, për pasojë 
është e mundshme (as a consequence, it is possible), ka mundësi të mëdha (has many 
opportunities/possibilities), ka mundësi (has opportunities/chances to),  
Italian: possibilmente (if possible). 
 
BELIEVE 
English: to believe in (someone or something such as God, goodness etc.), believer(s), 
belief, people believe, fool ourselves into believing, to wrongly believe, lead to/make 
(one) believe,  
Italian: si crede (believe oneself to be). 
 
The discussion will first concentrate on POSSIBLY. Within the usages of POSSIBLY, është e 
mundshme që (dir. tra.: it is possible that, equivalent (henceforth equiv.): possibly), 
possibly was frequently a hedge in contast to the objective possibility expressed by për 
pasojë është e mundshme (as a consequence, it is possible). Another excluded category 
was could possibly and for can possibly, a case-by-case analysis was conducted. In a 
recent study by Marín-Arrese, Carretero, Arús Hita and van der Auwera (2013), the 
speculative questions regarding possibility, for example what options could there 
possibly be for… were categorized as dynamic and non-epistemic (mostly for naturally 
possible reasons), regardless of the epistemic cases where neither the writer nor the 
addressee knows. The same process was also followed by the authors to rank uses of 
possibly in collocation with only, can and could. (cf. Marín-Arrese et al. 2013: 328-329) 
This is similar to my practice on such forms. 
A brief discussion of BELIEVE is also needed. As is was also mentioned in the 
quantitative analysis, fool ourselves into believing, wrongly believe and lead to/make 
(one) believe are more or less related to deception and either give a negative connotation 
to the act of believing or the cause of this belief. Therefore, BELIEVE cannot function as a 
hedge or booster in contexts of deception. Believe in the first example (5.3) below is not 
a hedge because it indicates an illusion or deception where the speaker is making 
someone perceive something as true. Whereas believe in the second example (5.4) was 
considered a hedge because there is an explicitly mentioned reason that makes us 
believe something to be true or possible.  
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5.3 I had made him believe that I had taken his word literally. (CIAOE13MML_80) 
 
5.4 Arsimi i lartë i një personi na bën të besojmë se ai person di të dallojë të drejtën nga e 
gabuara [...]. (CAR15FPE_23) 
 
The high education of a person makes us believe that that person knows how do distinguish 
between right and wrong […]. (my translation) 
 
Even more frequent occurrences of believe that were excluded from the analysis were 
believe in, believers and belief. They often express obvious religious meanings as in I 
believe in God. However, there are also other humans and non-human objects that 
people might believe in. The first example 5.5 from the following examples is similar to 
believe in something and it even includes a belief that is shared by a certain group of 
people (actors who believe in...). Clause complex 5.6 is another excluded case for 
believe as non credere agli occhi is a well-known Italian expression and does not count 
as a hedge. With example 5.7, I have chosen a clearer example where a general belief 
(in this case of Americans) is expressed through a non-hedging believe.  
 
5.5 However, we cannot leave without mentioning those associations held by the contribu-
tion of participants and donations from individuals and other actors who believe in a certain 
cause and manage to stay independent. (CARE11MPS_35) 
 
5.6 Nel riconoscerlo, Sebastiano […] non crede ai suoi occhi […]. (CIAO13MPL_48) 
 
While recognizing him, Sebastiano […] cannot believe what he sees […]. (my translation) 
 
5.7 In fact, in the same way as Americans believe that all Italians are extremely strict and 
prejudiced about sex and morality, on average Italians consider people from the South of Ita-
ly as more conservative, especially about the role of women and their relation with marriage 
and sexuality. (CIAOE15FBL_58) 
 
This subsection showed some features of hedges and how they were ranked. A clear 
distinction between the epistemic and non-epistemic meanings of various equivalents in 
different languages is essential for a study on hedges and boosters in different 
languages. This requires well-established criteria of inclusion and exclusion, which, as 
shown above, may help dealing with ambiguity. Through POSSIBLY, it was also shown 
how students made different epistemic choices across languages. The included/excluded 
examples of KIND OF, BELIEVE and POSSIBLY showed the importance of context in the 
qualitative analysis of hedges. On a further delicacy level, the concepts of shields, 
approximators and their subcategories will be clarified. They are elements of the main 
hedging category. 
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5.1.1.1. Approximators  
5.1.1.1.1.  Rounders 
Rounders are one of the two main types of approximators. This discussion will focus on 
a few instances of the typical rounder approximately and almost, which are interestingly 
placed as fronted themes. Even some cases where probably was found to be a rounder 
will be provided. My results will be compared with general claims from previous 
literature.  
The relation of with measurement or numerical domains (numbers) (see subsection 
3.1.2.1.1) also appeared in my corpora. They were related, for instance, to percentages 
(approximately 20%), years (almost 160 years) and other lexemes (nearly all, every, 
everyone). In relation to the surrounding context, I perceived a difference between the 
forms. It is clear that almost, nearly and approximately are (semantically) similar in the 
sense that they share the semantic meaning of ‘nearly or close to, but not completely’. 
In addition, they are all adjuncts of intensity (degree). However, in my corpora, nearly 
was slightly more related to other lexemes than the flexible almost and the formal and 
predominately measuring/numerical form, approximately. The frequently used 
collocations nearly all/every/everything and almost all/every/everything consisted of an 
approximator modifying a lexeme, in an equal manner to adaptors. However, I 
classified them as rounders of quantity, which combines the categories and 
subcategories by Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 10-11) and Lafuente Millàn (cf. 2008: 79). The 
decision was made due to the quantitative nature of every, all and everything, which 
relate to multiple entities or persons. This theoretical finding contrasts all previous 
statements and research for four decades that always presented rounders as purely 
numerical and related to measurements. 
As context-based examples of approximative rounders, I have chosen some non-
typical (fronted) usages of the Albanian equivalents of approximately and almost. In 
example 5.8 from (dental) Medicine, approximately is a rounder of quantity, despite its 
fronted positioning. It is also a clear direct negative since approximately modifies 
untreated, where un- carries the negative aspect.  
 
5.8 Afërsisht 60% e kariesit dentar është i pa trajtuar. (CAR12MPM_34) 
 
Approximately 60 % of the dental caries is not medically treated. (my translation)  
 
5.9 Almost all of them are indeed depicted as hypocritical and insensitive towards their 
men’s suffering at the front, as Fanny and Elizabeth’s behaviour during George’s leaves 
shows, [...]. (CIAOE07MML_84) 
 
In example 5.9, the intensity adjunct of degree, almost, is a fronted rounder of quantity. 
It has a narrow scope, which extends to all of them. On the one hand, there was this 
representation of approximately as a rounder. A clear example of approximately as a 
rounder is provided in example 5.10. In this declarative clause complex, the collocation 
approximately 47.6 % is possible but it is less common than e.g. approximately 48 %, 
which would have placed 47.6 % in an interval of numbers near 48 % (see e.g. Channell 
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1990: 70; Wachtel 1980). On the other hand, there were less frequent cases where 
approximately, approximativamente and afërsisht were functioning as adaptors, as in 
afërsisht të ngjashme (approximately similar). 
 
5.10 Afërsisht 47.6 % e subjekteve jetojnë në Tiranë, por nuk kanë lindur në Tiranë. 
(CAR15FPS_48) 
 
Approximately 47.6 % of the respondents live in Tirana, but they were not born there. (my 
translation)  
 
A final aspect is the dual function of probably. Even though the approximative 
occurrences of probably mainly showed its function as an adaptor of probability (as it 
will be seen in the subsequent subsection), there were cases when it appeared as a 
rounder as well. Example 5.11 below displays this phenomenon. Probably in this case 
has the main features of a plausibility shield, in the sense that it is fronted, and its span 
extends throughout the whole proposition. However, I decided to rank it as a rounder 
because it is a quantitative (less) comparison of the meanings offered by category a (a 
term) and category b (the cross-cultural term). 
 
5.11 Ndoshta ky term ka më pak kuptime sesa termi ndërmjet-kulturor. (CAR11MPL_4) 
 
Probably this term has less meanings than the cross-cultural term. (my translation) 
 
Through the examples above, it was shown that rounders do not only modify measure-
ment/numerical domains but also other domains (lexemes). It was also shown that rounders can 
be fronted and thematic, with a narrow scope on the following information. After the discussion 
on rounders, there will be a discussion and analysis of typical and non-typical adaptors. 
5.1.1.1.2.  Adaptors 
As I explained in subsection 3.1.2.1.2, differently from rounders, adaptors modify the 
lexical level of a clause complex. (cf. Prince et al. 1980: 9-10) It is important to 
subsequently observe some contextualized examples of adaptors such as the typical 
adaptor kind of and the non-typical examples of approximately and probably. 
Within the category of adaptors, there were many contrastive uses such as nearly 
fully and almost completely/totally/entirely. This shows how these intensity adjuncts 
modify the degree of a certain proposition. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 189)  
One central adaptor that is almost always functioning as an adaptor of degree is kind 
of. Two examples of it as an adaptor can be found in 5.12 and 5.13. While the Albanian 
equivalent, një lloj, often referred to the non-hedging a type of, it also had clear hedging 
categories such as the collocation si një lloj (as a kind of), which, in clause complex 
5.12, is approximating the function of the indicated devices. The other Albanian 
equivalent disi was most typically an adaptor, but I could often not decide whether it 
meant kind of or somehow, as in example 5.13. As I already mentioned, kind of was not 
always functioning as a hedging adaptor. Example 5.14 helps to understand this 
statement. In that clause complex, the author is clearly refering to the type and 
characteristics more than the low degree of membership of the object to the category of 
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texts. It is not possible to say this is a text and this is a kind of text because the concept 
of text, like gender and other naturally established categorical variables, cannot be 
placed on a scale of more or less (in a natural context). As a result, kind of in example 
5.14 could not be classified as an adaptor and was excluded from the analysis. Kind of 
in that example clearly means ‘type.’ Especially for një lloj (244 occurrences: 166 
hedges, 77 excluded) and un tipo di (81 occurrences: 26 hedges, 54 excluded) there was 
a frequent occurrence of non-epistemic forms. However, this subsection solely 
concentrates on the qualitative aspects of adaptors, which are quantitatively compared in 
the quantitative analysis subsection 5.2.3.1.1. 
 
5.12 Pra, këto pajisje shërbejnë si një lloj filtër për jonet me masa të ndryshme. 
(CAR14MPL_2) 
 
Therefore, these devices serve as a kind of filter for ions of different sizes. (my translation) 
 
5.13 Sikurse u theksua edhe në kapitullin hyrës, sipas studiuesit Fabio Berti, kohët e fundit 
stigmatizimi dhe trysnia paragjykuese ndaj emigrantëve shqiptarë është zbehur disi, […] 
(CAR13FPS_50) 
 
As it was emphasized in the introductory chapter, according to the researcher Fabio Berti, 
lately the stigmatization and prejudice against Albanian migrants has kind of/somehow dim-
ished […] (my translation) 
 
5.14 This is indeed a kind of text where opinions are more or less firmly expressed; the con-
troversial nature of the topic and the importance it has for the life of many communities 
might have sharpened the debate, and consequently, alsoopinions and beliefs. (CIA-
OE15FML_65) 
 
Two examples from Albanian and Italian of the typical rounder, approximately, 
functioning as an adaptor are discussed in this paragraph. As I mentioned in the 
previous subsection, this is not the most prominent function of this lexeme, which is 
expected to appear in more formal contexts. (cf. Channell 1994: 53) In 5.15, the 
‘symmetrical approximator’ approximately is an adaptor which expresses a limitation 
towards the membership of the two indicated groups in the two accentual and syllabic 
languages. In a similar manner, in 5.16, approximately collocates with normal to create 
an adaptor of degree and falls within the span of fact, which is semantically stronger. 
Sadock and Channell argued that approximately is grammatical only if it appears in 
combination with a precise number or a calculation that expresses a precise quantity, 
rather than, for instance, being followed by some. (cf. Sadock 1977: 436; Channell 
1994: 51) In both examples, approximately does not modify a measurement or 
numerical domain. In the first example, the symmetrical approximator modifies two 
clearly distinct a-b categories (a: accentual, b: syllabic languages). Therefore, I would 
accept the first example as a clear and common use. However, since in the second 
example, approximately modifies the normal-distribution of the residuals, it does not 
seem an appropriate use. A statistical distribution can be either normal or not, but not 
approximately normal. Apart from that, a normal distribution does not allow space for 
an interval of choices or numbers around the central item modified by approximately, as 
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it is always the case with this symmetrical approximator. Wachtel (1980) and Lakoff 
(cf. 1972: 222) show how an approximation including approximately holds for a 
decreasing interval of numbers where the center or median is the number that follows 
approximately. If certain numbers of the distribution are spread in different ways, the 
distribution is simply not normal, in statistical terms. Therefore, the first example is 
acceptable, but the second is not. The choice of Channell (1994) to reject the examples 
approximately pink, approximately rabbit-shaped but accept approximately parallel 
(parallel is more absolute than pink) is similar to my choices for these two usages.  
 
5.15 Come si vede dai risultati e dai grafici, si ottengono due gruppi, corrispondenti appros-
simativamente alle lingue accentuali e sillabiche: […] (CIAO11MML_68)  
 
As it can be seen from the results of the graphics, two groups are obtained and they approx-
imately correspond to accentual and syllabic languages: (my translation)  
 
5.16 (Gjithsesi, nisur nga fakti se shpërndarja e rezidualeve ishte përafërsisht normale […]). 
(CAR14FPS_51) 
 
(However, based on the fact that the distribution of the residuals was approximately normal 
[…]). (my translation)  
 
Apart from the typical approximator and less typical adaptor, approximately, there were 
interesting usages of probably as an adaptor. A PhD student from Social Studies 
(example 5.17) has, for instance, used it is probable/probably in a cause-effect 
relationship, where this item adds a medium level of probability to the logical effect (the 
increase of the migratory pression) of the cause (the increase of the welfare). In this 
relatively objective relation, probably acts as an approximative adaptor of probability, 
despite its large span throughout the whole following clauses. It is interesting to see the 
chosen equivalent form of probably, ka shumë të ngjarë, which is literally translated 
into it is very likely that. This form is the opposite of ka të ngjarë (literally translated 
into it is likely), which I placed as an equivalent of possibly due to its lower level of 
probability and absence of very. Alternatively, I used ka shumë mundësi (it is very 
possible) as an equivalent of probably and ka mundësi (it is possible) an an equivalent 
of possibly. The problem was to rank these expressions according to their orientation 
and manifestation. Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 692-693) would rank their first 
equivalents, it is (very) likely and it is (very) possible as objective-explicit forms, while 
probably itself as an objective-implicit form. I finally decided to rank them as objective-
explicit as their original form requires according to Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 
692-693). 
In the second example 5.18, it is easier to rank probably as an adaptor since it has a 
very small scope, which only extends to a naive perspective. It is interesting how the 
female writer shields (herself or an external perspective) on a broader level, by using the 
shield From a probably naive perspective. Surely, naivity is not an aimed feature for 
scientific researchers, but she uses it to make-up for the overgeneralizing nature of her 
statement, which concerns all living humans of this world and what would presumably 
happen if they did not discover the ‘art’ of translation. These types of 
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overgeneralizations and overconfidence seem to be a feature of Italian students, as two 
of the interviewed Italian university teachers warned. Moreover, we can observe the 
systematic difference between the interesting English collocation probably naive 
perspective (adverb-adjective-noun), where the adjective comes before the noun, and 
the Albanian collocation këndvështrim ndoshta naiv (noun-adverb-adjective: 
perspective probably naive) which showed interesting results in terms of syntactic 
positioning of hedges and boosters. The third example 5.19 of probably is related to 
accuracy (accurate) and degree (more), which makes probably an adaptor (instead of a 
plausibility shield), despite the fact that it is fronted.  
 
5.17 […] kur niveli i mirëqenies rritet, ka shumë të ngjarë që presioni migrator të mos ulet, 
por, në të kundërt, të rritet. (CAR13FPS_50) 
 
[…] when the level of welfare increases, probably/it is probable that the migratory pres-
sion does not decrease, but countrarily, it increases. (my translation) 
 
5.18 Nga një këndvështrim ndoshta naiv, sikur të mos ekzistonte arti i përkthimit, njerëzit jo 
vetëm që nuk do të mund të njihnin kulturën botërore me perlat që e karakterizojnë, por do të 
ishin të izoluar në guaskën tonë të njohjes primitive. (CAR12FPL_5) 
 
From a probably naive perspective, if the art of translation would not exist, people not only 
would not know the world’s culture with its unique features, but they would have been iso-
lated in our shells of primitive knowledge. (my translation) 
 
5.19 Çfarë kërkohet që të bëhesh një përkthyes i mirë? Së pari, njohja e gjuhës. - Ndoshta 
më e saktë është të themi, njohja e gjuhëve. 
 
What is required in order to be a good translator? First of all, the knowledge of language. 
Probably (it is) more accurate is to say, the knowledge of languages. (my translation) 
 
This discussion of several examples from the ‘soft’ sciences such as Languages, 
Literature and Social Studies covered different variables. As previously mentioned, 
scope is not the only indicator for selecting adaptors etc. Probably was more easily 
recognized as an adaptor when it had a narrower scope, but it also functioned as such 
when it had a larger scope. Examples were shown from approximately in its unusual 
usage outside of measurement or numerical domains. Examples such as 
approximately+clearly distinct a-b categories (a: accentual, b: syllabic languages) were 
considered to be common whereas ones such as an approximately normal distribution 
were considered to be rather unusual. All these examples showed the broadness of the 
approximative category of adaptors. Like adaptors and rounders, the further divisions of 
approximative meanings are scientifically relevant and underexplored. Their results will 
be discussed in the next subsection. 
5.1.1.1.3.  Five approximative meanings of quantity, frequency, degree, 
limitation and probability 
In this subsection, there will be a discussion on the five approximative meanings or 
subcategories (see subsection 3.1.2.1.3) found in my corpora of Albanian and Italian 
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academic writings in their L1 and L2. Through examples of nearly, almost, kind of and 
probably, these categories, including probability, will be compared. Probability is added 
to Salager-Meyer’s (cf. 1994: 155) and Lafuente-Millàn’s (cf. 2008: 79) frames.  
The following examples from CARE and CIAOE show the rounder subcategories of 
frequency and quantity expressed by nearly and almost in different syntactic positions. 
In 5.20, the fronted adjunct of intensity nearly presents a ‘rounded-off’ quantity. In the 
second clause complex 5.21, the degree adjunct almost appears in parentheses, which 
makes it an objective-explicit occurrence and direct (additional) comment of the writer. 
The third example 5.22 shows almost as a frequency approximator. It is approximative 
despite its occurrence within an opinion-like and personal statement related to a 
situation from everyday life. The female writer is advicing readers to use Ms. to refer to 
other females, by assessing the almost total intensity of the positive effects of such an 
act. 
 
5.20 Nearly 150 years old, the drinks giant remains a family business. (CIAOE11FPE_32) 
 
5.21 […] while it is considerably less frequent in ‘Magazines and Journals’ (almost 0,5%); …. 
(CIAOE15FML_65) 
 
5.22 It is almost always better to err on the side of "Ms." when referring to a woman if you are 
unsure of her preferred title or marital status. (CARE14FML_1) 
 
The following examples reveal different patterns (e.g. degree, unified prefixes or 
suffixes) from different approximators such as kind of, nearly and almost. I consider 
kind of an adaptor of degree. As Zadeh (cf. 1965: 338) clarified, there do not exist exact 
boundaries between categories and items differ in their degree of apparteinance to a 
specific category. That is why a hedge such as kind of presents their degree of 
apparteinance to a certain category and enables the truthfulness of a proposition. Its 
occurrences in my corpora confirmed my idea. Kind of and sort of were part of the list 
of hedges in Lakoff’s (1972) initial study on hedges. Later, Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6-8) 
presented these two cognates as adaptors. In another study of discourse markers within 
the discourse of interviews between teachers and Italian students (cf. Pulcini and 
Furiassi 2004: 221), kind of (39), was one of the most frequent forms used by students. 
It was more preferred than sort of (26) and almost (17). In example 5.23 below, kind of 
is used in a very unusual place, fronted (and thematic). From my understanding, kind of 
modifies the degree of membership of culture (see previous clause complex) to the 
category of awareness of the part and future. As it can be seen, the target clause 
complex including kind of is incomplete, but the meaning of it could still be grasped and 
analyzed. In the other example 5.24, the combination almost totally expresses a similar 
approximative meaning of degree. It is an interesting and rather frequent (for nearly and 
almost) adverb-adverb combination where a degree adjunct with a high value such as 
almost modifies a degree adjunct with a total value such as totally, in Halliday and 
Matthiessen’s (cf. 2014: 189) scheme. The last two examples, 5.25 and 5.26, show 
nearly and the unified prefix quasi (almost) equally functioning as adaptors of degree. 
Example 5.25 displays the use of nearly within the ‘harder’ context of Chemistry. It is 
quite different from the two previous clause complexes from Languages and Literature. 
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The author has, for instance, used calculations (exact measurements), indeed, showed 
(boosters), D5h (a formula or abbreviation, possibly related to electrons) and degenerate 
(a specific Chemical term related to the equal energy of e.g. orbitals). In the previous 
examples 5.23 and 5.24 from Languages and Literature, the treated aspects are partly 
more abstract (confidence, awareness of the past and future, a religious context) and 
less exact. Though, the use of nearly before degenerate questions the completeness of 
the presented state (being degenerate) in the PhD thesis from Chemistry. As I have 
previously mentioned, within a collocation almost/nearly+adjective, almost generally 
works as an adaptor of degree. In example 5.26, quasi (almost) appears as a unified 
prefix of an adjective (statico, lit. tra.: static). This, however, does not limit its function 
as an adaptor of degree, which demonstrates a high value of intensity. 
 
5.23 Culture is the context of human existence, created and developed by human beings, and 
influencing in its turn, all human beings on all possible levels. Kind of awareness of the past 
and future, which gives confidence for present actions (CARE15FML_4).  
 
5,24 Riassumendo, le antitesi scaturiscono quasi totalmente dall’ambito religioso. 
(CIAO15MML_58) 
 
To summarize, the counterclaims derive almost totally from a religious context.  (my trans-
lation) 
 
5.25 Indeed calculations showed that the D5h and D5d forms are nearly degenerate. 
(CIAOE14FPC_21) 
 
5.26 Nel caso quasi–statico la fessura si enuclea e […] (CIAO11FPMI_5) 
 
In the almost-static case, the slot is clarified and […] (my translation) 
 
Having discussed several examples within the category of degree, it is necessary to 
discuss some ambiguous cases between limitation and degree. The category of 
limitation (also related to clear-cut comparisons) was the most difficult one to decide on 
since it showed an overlap with basically every other approximative (sub)category, 
especially with the one of degree. It was hard to decide whether almost in collocations 
such as almost innocent way belonged to the subcategories of limitation or degree. In 
such collocations, it seems like an approximator of degree since it is followed by an 
adjective within a noun phrase. However, in this case, the choice guilty vs. innocent 
appears to be more categorical, though someone can be also be only partly guilty or 
innocent. As a result, it would be more appropriate to put it to the limitation category, 
where something is close, but does not fully reach something or a category. If 
something was related to comparisons e.g. nearly as imperceptible as, almost identical, 
almost equally, almost similar, nearly the same (characteristics) as, then the 
approximator would be classified as an adaptor of limitation. My choice was motivated 
by the fact that in such comparisons, the approximator was usually indicating a clear-cut 
comparison (e.g. the same, as imperceptible as) of distinct entities or processes. Since, 
for instance, these entities or processes are not exactly the same, the author used e.g. 
approximately to show a ‘limitation’ or only ‘partial similarity’. 
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Within the limitation category, some more typical examples of almost as an adaptor 
of limitation need to be presented. The category is well represented by the co-
occurrence of almost or nearly with verbs. Almost+verb: finite or temporal operator was 
a common combination that led to the ranking of almost as an approximator of 
limitation. Some collocations from my corpora are almost coincide, almost cried, almost 
affirmed, almost failed, almost went mad. A contextualized example is provided in 
clause complex 5.27. As in all previous examples, in 5.27, the author is approximating 
an action which almost happened (failed), but it did not, or it only partly did. In such 
cases, almost and nearly were ranked as approximators (adaptors) of limitation. 
 
5.27 Moreover, they almost failed to cross-validate such models in two or more Countries 
having different levels of eco-awareness. (CIAOE10FPE_45)  
 
The category of limitation includes other co-occurrences of, for instance, lexemes, 
which Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 189) rank as adjuncts of high degree such as 
almost and nearly with other noun phrases and nouns. By seeing the combination 
almost joy (almost+noun) presented below (see example 5.28), it is possible to notice 
how the degree adjunct almost is related to the noun and abstract state of joy. Mostly, 
such cases belonged to the category of limitation since they present the idea of being 
close (partially), but not the same as a single entity or multiple entities. There were even 
more complex examples from the category of limitation such as nearly two-dimensional 
devices, almost cinematographic way, It’s almost like, almost as if, nearly free-electron 
metal, nearly pure terror. 
 
5.28 Bigger and Cross after killing other people experience a sense of freedom, almost joy, 
because for the first time they have the opportunity to choose and exist outside a closed so-
cial structure based on artificial institutions, rituals and myths. (CIAOE13MML_80) 
 
5.29 In questo capitolo si prenderà in esame il graduale avvicinamento di Brenton a Brecht, 
iniziato indicativamente nel 1980, anno della sua traduzione della Vita di Galileo per il Na-
tional Theatre, decisivo nella sua svolta di pensiero nei confronti di Brecht. 
(CIAO12MML_73)  
 
In this chapter, I will examine the gradual connection between Brenton and Brecht, which 
approximately/indicatively started in 1980, the year of his translation of the Life of Galileo 
for the National Theatre, which had a considerable impact in his change of opinion about 
Brecht. (my translation) 
 
An equivalent with a similar but peripherical meaning to approximately that I selected 
as a comparative form to approximately is indicativamente. There was only one instance 
of indicativamente which was related to a measurement or numerical domain, 
indicativamente di 1: 2: 2. Its other occurrences (which were quite unfrequent) were 
related to limitation. Even though in example 5.29, indicativamente is related to 
numbers (the year 1980), it does not transform it into a rounder. The instance reveals 
that there is an indication, which is shown in the following passages, that Brenton and 
Brecht established contact in that particular year. When students of disciplinary domains 
from Humanities provided historical descriptions, they often tended to hedge when there 
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was a lack of a specific date and usually, direct evidence. The contrast could be seen 
when a categorical assertion or booster would follow such parts. In such cases, related 
evidence and clear dates were presented or implied. 
Based on the claim that the same hedges and boosters have author-related and 
proposition-related features which depend on the context (see e.g. Skelton 1988: 38; 
Varttala 2001: 11-12), I discovered that probably can appear as both, a shield and 
approximator. Its occurrences as an approximator needed to be ranked, but none of the 
four approximative categories offered by Salager-Meyer (cf. 1994: 155) or Lafuente 
Millàn (cf. 2008: 79) fitted for most of the instances of this word. Therefore, the fifth 
category of approximative probability was introduced. It is a subcategory of both, 
adaptors and rounders. To illustrate this category, I have reintroduced a clause complex 
(example 5.30) from the previous adaptors’ subsection. 
 
5.30 Nga një këndvështrim ndoshta naiv, sikur të mos ekzistonte arti i përkthimit, njerëzit jo 
vetëm që nuk do të mund të njihnin kulturën botërore me perlat që e karakterizojnë, por do të 
ishin të izoluar në guaskën tonë të njohjes primitive. (CAR12FPL_5) 
 
From a probably naive perspective, if the art of translation would not exist, people not only 
would not know the world’s culture with its unique features, but they would have been iso-
lated in our shells of primitive knowledge. (my translation) 
 
Similar to these findings, Dheskali (cf. 2017: 156-157) explained the difficulty of 
distinguishing between different types of approximators on the basis of the example of 
almost. The author emphasized the importance of the context for a distinction between 
approximative meanings. In an earlier publication, I (Dheskali 2017: 157) compared 
three contextual examples from online journal articles of almost, where in the first 
example, 
[A]lmost is followed by a number [34.900] and therefore, it falls into the quantity cate-
gory. In the next example […], almost still belongs to the category of quantity, with 
tutti (all) replacing the number 34.900. But in (12), almost is followed by certainly, 
modifying a high degree of probability to indicate that the prediction is nearly, but not 
completely certain. It is clear that here, almost works as an approximator of degree. 
Perhaps, Lafuente Millán only referred to the meaning of almost in itself, as an isolated 
item regardless of context. 
To summarize, it was shown how the five different approximative categories are 
decided on the basis of the context and how they overlap. It was also shown how almost 
can interestingly fall under the four categories of limitation, degree, quantity and 
frequency. It appears to be one of the most flexible approximative devices in terms of 
meaning and context. Finally, the relevant fifth category of probability emerged from 
the analysis of the approximator probably. This subsection enclosed the main discussion 
of approximative categories and subcategories. Another topic of interest will be 
persued. It concerns authorial shields and their numerous subcategories. 
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5.1.1.2. Shields 
5.1.1.2.1. Plausibility shields 
After having categorized an item as a hedge, it is necessary to see whether this hedge is 
a shield or an approximator. The criteria are based on several aspects such as its scope, 
level of subjectivity, author-explicitness and researcher’s perception. The discussion 
will initially focus on one of the lexemes that showed the most frequent overlap 
between these two categories, namely probably. Then, it will move to the analysis of 
two interesting lexical verbs, (believe and seem) and the introductory phrase from my 
point of view. Finally, it will focus on some cases when the typical approximator kind of 
can also act as a shield. As it will become obvious from the analysis, there is also a 
considerable overlap between shields and approximators as well as within these two 
categories. 
The discussion on plausibility shields will start with probably, which is one of the 
typical plausibility shields according to Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 11). In example 5.31 
from CIAO, probably functions as a plausibility shield which modifies the whole 
underlined passage. What makes this example interesting is its obvious contrast in the 
writer’s choice of language. The writer makes a direct statement (he moved to Brescia) 
to prove her knowledge (where his presence […] is documented from 1502 to 1508) and 
hedges via plausible reasoning (probably, he then returned to Venice) when she is not in 
possession of the necessary evidence (since there is only evidence from 1514, and not 
from the indicated time between 1508 and 1513). Additionally, probably indicates the 
semantic meaning of ‘something likely to have happened’ (the subject’s return to 
Venice) here. As expected, plausibility shields took the shape of mainly objective-
implicit forms such as modal adverbs (probably, possibly) or modal auxiliaries (may). 
 
5.31 Si spostò quindi a Brescia - dove la sua presenza come docente stipendiato dal Comune 
è attestata dal 1502 al 1508 - e, probabilmente, tornò poi a Venezia, dove risulta trovarsi nel 
1514, quando avviò una corrispondenza epistolare con la marchesa di Mantova al fine di sta-
bilirsi nella città sul Mincio227. (CIAO11FPL_8) 
 
Therefore, he moved to Brescia – where his presence as a lecturer paid by the city is docu-
mented from 1502 to 1508 – and, probably, he then returned to Venice, where he turned out 
to be located in 1514 when he started to exchange letters with the marquise of Mantova until 
he settled in the city at Mincio227. (my translation) 
 
Probably was often used to convey a high level of subjectivity. In example 5.32, the 
writer uses probably to directly refer to the reader(s) and even anticipate their future 
perceptions (will probably sound like a delirium to the reader), which are not expected 
to be positive. The writer even reaches the point of kind of contrasting his previous 
statement and comment (what an absurdity!) by anticipating that the readers would 
think it is an overexcitement or disturbed state of mind (delirium). In this example, there 
is a prosody of modality between the booster will with the hedges probably and sound 
like. For this interpretation, it was necessary to check the preceding clause complex as 
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well. Probably can equally function as an approximator, which makes it difficult to 
rank. 
 
5.32 And yet a whole is always the institution of an identity of signification – what an ab-
surdity! This preliminary remark will probably sound like a delirium to the reader, and with 
good reasons. (CIAOE13MPS_41) 
 
After having seen the use of an epistemic adverb as a plausibility shield, it is necessary 
to explore how lexical epistemic verbs function as plausibility shields (see example 5.33 
below). On the one hand, there is a prototypical example of a plausibility shield 
expressed through I believe. In clause complex 5.33, believe is explicit and author-
related. On the semantic level, it conveys what the author thinks is true or possible. 
What is interesting here is the presence of the null subject parameter. In this projecting 
nexus that includes believe, “the projecting clause comes to stand for a modality of 
probability” (Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 515). Halliday and Matthiessen label 
sequences such as I believe as projecting mental clauses. However, in Albanian (besoj) 
and Italian (penso), their projection is realized by a single verb accompanied by the null 
subject. In other words, there is no explicit subject before the fronted use of besoj. 
However, the subject (I) can still be found in the suffix of the verb as in example 5.36. 
On the other hand, there is example 5.34, where seemed appears to be a plausibility 
shield. As it will be explained below, this example cannot be categorized as easily as the 
previous example that includes a fronted believe. 
 
5.33 Besoj se kjo, do të plotësojë një zbrazëti si dhe do të ndihmojë në rritjen e efektivitetit 
të punës në shkollë. (CAR14FPS_51) 
 
(I) Believe that this, will fulfill a gap and will help to increase the effectiveness of commit-
ment in school. (my translation) 
 
5.34 Të marrë veçmas, tiparet dukeshin në rregull. (CAR14MPL_2)  
 
If they are trated separately, the features seemed right. (my translation) 
 
It was challening to categorize seem in example 5.34. In this case, seemed is working in 
an active sense, but its meaning conveys an impersonal sense because it could be hard to 
provide an answer to the questions: -To whom does it seem? – Is it related to the author 
or to the audience? I believe that in this type of context, seem expresses 'plausible 
reasoning' of the author. The example by Prince et al. (1980: 12) stengthens my choice: 
[...] and he seemed to correct them awefully quickly [...], even though it is taken from 
spoken discourse. Even clearer examples of plausible reasoning are the Albanian 
collocations më/mu/na duket (it seems to me/us) and the Italian collocations mi/me/ci 
sembra and a me/noi sembra (it seems to me/us). In the following examples 5.35 and 
5.36, the same writer once uses the plural it seems to us and once refers to himself in 
singular, by using to me it seemed. In this way, he is alternatively including the audience 
by using we and using the personal I form. Both examples show a clear author-
proposition relation where 5.35 includes a first person plural and 5.36 includes a first 
person singular subject. The division of personal pronouns is related to all examined 
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hedges and boosters. I showed the simple examples 5.35 and 5.36 to show the 
connection of hedges with the subject and how it shows commitment. The focus shifts 
from the subject to the object that was related to the hedge or booster, depending on the 
context. 
 
5.35 (Ciò che è più evidente, ci pare, è il continuo riferirsi alla memoria intesa come tradi-
zione normativa, come catalogo di modelli; (CIAO09MPL_7)  
 
What is more evident, as it seems to us, is the continuous reference to the memory under-
stood as a normative tradition, as a catallogue of models; (my translation) 
 
5.36 La memoria a me pareva, invece, un’àncora di salvezza […] (CIAO09MPL_7) 
 
The memory seemed to me as the last hope […] (my translation) 
 
Albanians have the general tendency to use you to mean me, e.g. It seemed to you as if 
actually means it seemed to me as if. It also occurred in CAR. In my view, this is done 
for the purpose of detaching oneself from the given information or presented experience 
as well as engaging with the audience by saying that the same can happen to them. 
During the analysis, it happens easily to make the mistake of considering this as an 
attribution hedge, attributed to the audience because of the we form. In CAR, it often 
represented a plausibility shield related to the author. The following example 5.37 
illustrates this feature:  
 
5.37 Gjatë studimit u vu re se mjaft emigrantë ishin të mirinformuar për ngjarjet ekonomike, 
politike, sociale, dhe kulturore që ndodhnin në Shqipëri, e të dukej sikur bisedoje me indi-
vidë që jetonin në Shqipëri e jo me emigrantë që jetonin prej vitesh në Itali. (CAR13FPS_50) 
 
During the research, it was noticed that many migrants were well-informed on the economi-
cal, political, social and cultural situation in Albania, and it seemed to you as if you were 
discussing with individuals that were living in Albania and not with Albanian migrants living 
in Italy for many years. (my translation) 
 
There were ambiguous cases where it was not clear whether the lexeme was a 
plausibility shield or not a hedge at all. One example is the interrogative clause complex 
5.38 where seems may still be related to hedging. As it will also be shown in the two 
following subsections, seem (similar to believe) was very flexible as a hedge, appearing 
in all three forms, impersonal shield, plausibility shield and attribution shield.  
 
5.38 Tutto pare, finalmente, acquisire un senso? (CIAO13MPL_48)  
 
Everything seems, finally, to start making sense? (my translation) 
 
Appart from adverbs, lexical verbs, modal auxiliaries and other numerous forms, 
prepositional phrases can also act as shields expressing plausibility. The following 
example 5.39 illustrates this occurrence, where a mio aviso expresses a tentative 
supposition in a medial and parenthetic position. 
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5.39 […] tuttavia, si può presupporre, a mio avviso, che essa sia presente nel programma ar-
ticolatorio del parlante, […]. (CIAO11MML_68) 
 
[…] therefore, it can be presumed, from my point of view, that it can be found in the articu-
latory system of the speaker, […]. (my translation) 
 
It was surprising to discover that kind of could sometimes even appear as a plausibility 
shield. Example 5.40 below displays kind of in the role of a plausibility shield because it 
modifies and is part of the personal and subjective interpretation of the researcher 
(writer) towards Graves’ usage of cruel.  
 
5.40 What Graves means by ‘cruel’ here, though, is more specifically a kind of joke in 
which such realities of suffering are exorcized through ironic detachment, even cynicism: in 
a word, black humour. (CIAOE06FML_87) 
 
The way lexical verbs, adverbs and introductory phrases work as plausibility shields 
shows us how this category functions. While from my point of view can easily be ranked 
as a plausibility shield, it was shown that it was not the same with verbs such as seem (it 
seemed to you, it seems). The fact that even kind of sometimes conveyed plausible 
reasoning makes the ranking even more complex. Another relevant category of shields 
is attribution shields, which will be discussed in the next subsection.  
5.1.1.2.2.  Attribution shields 
Attribution shields are as important as personal forms (e.g. I am convinced) in 
interactive academic writing where authors cite other sources and present a broad and 
current state of research on their topics. This subsection consists of three interrelated 
parts. Firstly, the concept of attribution shields will be defined in an attempt to fill a 
related gap in literature. Secondly, some interesting collocations of the lemmas believe 
and suggest within attribution will be presented. Thirdly, a few contextualized examples 
of the lemmas seem, demonstrate, say, probably and kind of will be provided. The last 
two examples do not normally occur as attribution shields. 
Attribution shields fall under the category that Hyland (cf. 1998a: 75-76) calls 
reporting clauses or verbs. Within reporting, there are various degrees of writer’s 
commitment, which is a major gap in Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 16-19) theory on 
attribution shields. According to them, forms such as according to and X claims are 
attribution shields which show partial commitment towards an external source. (cf. 
Prince et al. 1980: 11-12) However, they do not consider the different degrees of 
commitment that can be attributed. There is a clear difference between forms such as X 
argues, X demonstrates and X says. Swales (1990: 151) emphasizes that this distinction 
"is a powerful rhetorical tool in authors' attempts to create research spaces for 
themselves because it allows them to signal early whether claims are to be taken as 
substantiated or not." This discussion is also supported by Hyland (1998a: 75-76) who 
raises a similar question and states that such differences have not been appropriately 
investigated in the field of academia. Reporting clauses such as Demir said (verbal 
clause) and Mark believes (mental clause) are used, for instance, to introduce direct 
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quotes, as in example 5.42, Hanifan says: “In the use of the phrase social capital I 
make no reference to […]. (CARE11MPS_35) They are unmarked choices (he said, 
investigated etc.), or interpersonal ones (she suggests, believes, proves, demonstrates 
etc.). (cf. Richardson 2006; Halliday and Matthiessen 2014) 
As the list (Figure 20) below shows, there is a continuum where verbal and mental 
clauses more or less belong. As my data shows, writers tend to attribute different levels 
of credibility to other sources on the basis of their results and many other factors. In this 
sense, if we are to, for instance, present a paper written by an author X, we may choose 
to do it by using X proves, if the data of X is clear and his or her results are significant. 
Proves is related to evidence. We may alternatively boost by using demonstrates. This 
variable showed unmarked (citizens demonstrated against the government) and 
interpersonal (the results demonstrate) meanings in my corpora. A very similar case is 
show, which seems to me slightly weaker than demonstrate in terms of boosting and 
epistemicity. While show has been mainly presented as a booster by previous 
researchers (Hyland 2005; Dontcheva-Navratilova 2016) it has also not been included 
as a booster by, for example, Trajkova (2015). Without a qualitative anaylsis, it is not 
possible to decide on its function. Indicate is weaker than the previously mentioned 
boosters and it can be included based on Hyland’s (1998a: 150-151) study, where it was 
one of the most preferred hedges that frequently co-occurred with the strong hedge may. 
By moving on to unmarked forms such as X declares (stronger), X clarifies and X says 
(more informal), a more reporting and neutral way of presenting information can be 
seen. This type of attribution may of course be also used to distance oneself from 
external sources (e.g. Y says it, not me), but this is not their main feature. The lowest 
rank of attribution belongs to hedging clauses such as X claims, X suggests and X 
believes, which are mainly interpersonal, like boosters. When I say that claim is weaker 
than declare or demonstrate, I refer to hedging forms such as He claimed that this is 
possible. However, it is necessary to clarify that this is only a limited introduction to 
these types of attribution shields, which is worth exploring in more detail in further 
research. The provided list is approximative in terms of pertainance to categories and 
the list has only a small number of the items that may be listed within attribution. I 
discovered some differences within attribution, which have not been frequently 
mentioned in previous literature, by considering the frameworks of Halliday and 
Matthiessen (2014) and Hyland (1998a: 75-76). This rounded list is different to the 
vertical relation between polarity, which is found in the two external poles of such a list, 
and modality, which is an intermediate point of it. By comparing Figure 20 with Figure 
21, the difference I have displayed becomes obvious. Figure 20 is based on Swales’ 
(1990: 151) observation on such a distinction of attribution. 
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commitment: 
interpersonal    X proves 
(boost-strong)    X demonstrates 
           X shows 
 
            X indicates 
 
unmarked     X declares 
(report-neutral)   X clarifies 
            X says 
 
            X claims 
            X suggests 
interpersonal    X believes 
(hedge-tentative) 
 
Figure 20: An approximative model of the interpersonal (boosting) and unmarked (re-
porting) levels of commitment to which verbal and mental clauses can be-
long to. 
 
positive polarity (it is) 
 
modality (modulation (it should be), modalization (it may be)) 
 
negative polarity (it is not) 
Figure 21: A comparative vertical model of polarity and modality. 
 
Hyland draws a similar distinction between reportive verbs and epistemic judgemental 
verbs. Reportive verbs, among other functions, convey evidentiality justification of 
other reports (X demonstrates). (cf. Hyland 1998a: 124-126) Epistemic judgemental 
verbs express the uncertainty of human assessment and can be divided into performative 
speculative verbs (X suggests) and conjectural speculative verbs (X believes). (cf. 
Hyland 1998a: 120) As suggest performs an act and believe is more subjective and 
mental, I have placed suggest higher (less weak) than believe in Figure 20.  
There were co-occurrences of hedging lexical verbs with various subjects within the 
attribution scheme. There were instances of the lemma suggest such as he suggests 
(human, subject, 3rd person singular+ suggest), Gardner suggests, (human, subject, 3rd 
person singular+ suggest) the BCS suggests (neutral- nonhuman, subject, 3rd person 
singular+ suggest), studies suggest (neutral- nonhuman, subject, 3rd person plural+ 
suggest), Great Britain suggests (neutral- nonhuman, subject, 3rd person singular+ 
suggest).  The lemma believe also had various usages such as Freud believed (human 
subject, 3rd person singular+ believe), some researchers believe (human, subject, 3rd 
person plural+ believe), Type 3 agents believe (neutral- nonhuman? Subject, 3rd person 
plural+ believe) and Russia believes (neutral- nonhuman, subject, 3rd person singular+ 
believe). While suggest is a performative verb, believe is a cognitive mental verb. As a 
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result, they are naturally related to humans. Therefore, it is interesting to see attribution 
shields such as studies suggest, the BCS suggests and the ambiguous Type 3 agents 
suggest (human or non- human). Finally, the uses Russia believes and Great Britain 
suggests are unusual because the writer is presenting two countries as two living 
individuals. Both usages derive from social sciences and are metaphorical 
representations of the officials or state representatives of these countries.  
Below are some examples from my corpora comparing unmarked forms with 
boosting ones. In the first example 5.41, she says is not used in a reportive but rather 
subjective context. What she says is what she thinks of her father, which is symbolically 
expressed though the word Nazi. The part as all Germans rudely treat other people 
from the following clause complex proves the tendency to overgeneralize of Albanian 
students (similar to Italians), and the subjective context surrounding she says. The first 
example is an instance of indirect speech (she says that…). The second example 5.42 is 
an instance of direct speech and a relation between Hanifan says and a corresponding 
direct quote. In the third example 5.43, the interpersonal (boosting) form demonstrated 
is supported by clear evidence and percentages. That is why it is appropriate to express 
commitment towards the study of Roodnat et al. 
 
5.41 Plath describes her father as an evil man. By resorting to World War II symbols she of-
ten compares her father to the Nazi. She says that he is a Nazi and her mother part Jewish, 
so she considers herself as the embodiment of the tensions and contradictions between the 
two parties. He treats her as all Germans rudely treat other people. (CARE12FBL_22) 
 
5.42 Hanifan says:  
 “In the use of the phrase social capital I make no reference to the usual acceptation of the 
term capital, except in a figurative sense. […] (CARE11MPS_35) 
 
5.43 Roodnat et al (87). demonstruan qe risku per vdekje u rrit me 16% per çdo 1.0 g/d 
rritje te proteinurise. Perveç kesaj, ata treguan ne analizat e korigjuara qe […] 
 
Roodnat et al. (87) demonstrated that the risk of death increased by 16% for every 1.0 g/d 
increase of the proteinuria. Moreover, in the corrected analyses, they showed that […]. (my 
translation) 
 
To move the discussion to more hedging forms of attribution, in Prince et al.’s (1980) 
understanding of the concept of attribution, three particular occurrences from CARE 
and CIAOE will be discussed. The discussion will start with example 5.44. It is worth 
presenting this short example as a particular use of seem to partly agree to an external 
actor’s opinion or perception. In this case, attribution is not simply working as a way to 
hedge the information provided by other sources or authors, but rather as a way to hedge 
the perceptions or opinions of the actors (in this case, the lawyer) themselves. The 
following parenthetical part in the laywer’s eyes might add more tentativeness since it 
only relates to one person’s eyes or perception, which might be different from those of 
other persons. Of course, the part is rather reportive and the inclusion of seem in the past 
form might be seen as not epistemic. However, I do not automatically relate past tense 
to non-epistemicity and still consider such examples as epistemic.  
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5.44 […] seemed, in the lawyer’s eyes, […]. (CARE13FBL_26) 
 
5.45 Even though Vygotsky claimed that the main purpose of education was scientific, he 
strongly agreed that the conceptual linguistic knowledge must serve for a communicative re-
al-life purpose, a kind of spontaneous knowledge (Lantolf & Johnson, 2007; Lantolf, 2008; 
cited in Hawkes, 2012; p. 52). (CARE15MML_2) 
 
5.46 Kureishi's mother in an interview on The Observer confirmed her daughter’s words, 
stating that probably “it's trendy for an author to pretend they had a working-class back-
ground, but Hanif had everything he wanted as a child.” (CIAOE11MML_69) 
 
The two other particular and unclear uses can be seen in example 5.45 and 5.46. In 
addition, it is not clear whether in example 5.45, kind of should be ranked as an 
attribution shield or an approximator (adaptor of degree). In my view, there are strong 
reasons for making both of these choices. It could be an attribution shield since the part 
a kind of spontaneous knowledge is attributed to Vygotsky and either Hawkes, Lantolf, 
or Lantolf and Johnson. It is not clear from which of these authors this interpretation 
derives. As an alternative, it could be seen as an approximator of degree, since here kind 
of has a narrow scope by only modifying the part spontaneous knowledge. In this 
particular case and in most of the similar cases of kind of modifying a relatively abstract 
concept such as spontaneous knowledge, I ranked kind of as either an attribution or 
plausibility shield. This does not mean, however, that every approximative device 
preceded and modified by a shield (which is often the case) automatically becomes a 
shield. Every case is different. It also needs to be mentioned that the shield function of 
kind of was the exception from its most frequent approximative meaning. Another micro 
theoretical finding of this study is that adverbs such as probably can also function as 
attribution shields in certain contexts. For probably to be an attribution shield, it has to 
belong to the presented information from the external source, as in example 5.46. In that 
case, probably was priorily a plausibility hedge related to Kureshi’s mother since she 
was not totally sure of her statement on her son’s reasons of presenting himself as a 
person with a working-class background. However, it is transformed into an attribution 
shield when a second party (in this case, an Italian MA student) reports on it. Despite 
the fact that the information is ideational and reportive, the hedging function is still 
preserved and presented for various reasons. However, it is not sure that Kureshi’s 
mother used exactly the same hedge or that she actually hedged. However, it is not 
relevant for my study to continue this discussion. It is rather necessary to discuss the 
results and analysis of other ‘extensions’ of the category of shields such as impersonal 
shiedls and multiple shields. 
5.1.1.2.3.  Impersonal shields and multiple shields 
In the following analysis, two relevant categories introduced in this study will be 
discussed. They are impersonal shields and multiple shields. As will be seen, multiple 
shields move between hedging, boosting and ideational levels of a clause and clause 
complex (or even paragraph). Impersonal shields move between hedging and boosting, 
which will be shown by reference to examples of the lexemes suggest and demonstrate. 
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The following clause complex 5.47 is a typical example incluing a multiple shield 
where various plausibility shields (does not seem, probabilmente) and attribution shields 
(Leopardi does not seem, probably Ludovico di Breme, as Ungaretti himself suggests) 
co-occur and hedge different parts of the same complex.  
 
5.47 Il passaggio di alcuni temi da Vico a Leopardi non avviene direttamente poiché, abbia-
mo detto, Leopardi non sembra conoscere direttamente l’opera di Vico; il passaggio è 
certamente mediato da autori diversi; uno di questi è probabilmente Ludovico di Breme, 
come suggerisce proprio Ungaretti, nel Secondo discorso su Leopardi: (CIAO09MPL_7)  
 
The passage of some themes from Vico to Leopardi does not occur directly because, as we 
have said, Leopardi does not seem to directly know the work of Vico; the passage is cer-
tainly mediated by various authors; one of them is probably Ludovico di Breme, as Unga-
retti himself suggests, in the second argument on Leopardi: (my translation)  
 
What is striking here is how the writer of this ‘unusual’ clause complex shows a lack of 
commitment to the action of one author (Leopardi) and a stronger commitment to the 
information provided by another author (Ungaretti). Even though the information given 
by Ungaretti is only assumptive (shown also by the use of suggests, probably), the use 
of himself after Ungaretti is an attempt to add credibility and worthiness to this author 
and source. While the plausibility shield seem appears within the attribution shield 
Leopardi does not seem to in the same manner, probably appears within probably 
Ludovico di Breme. Yet, the part on Leopardi that does not seem to directly… is 
probably influenced by the words of Ungaretti. However, it is the part probably 
Ludovico di Breme that falls within the scope of as Ungaretti himself suggest. Lastly, 
the use of as we have said adds a direct source placed in plural, which is, from my point 
of view, ideational (reporting). 
In the second example 5.48 by the same male PhD student of Linguistics, there is a 
double (or tribble) connection of sources (Marcel Proust, probably guided by Bergson, 
as also Montefoschi points out). In this case, instead of hedging other sources, the 
(propositional) connection presumed by the writer between the works of Marcel Proust 
and Bergson is hedged. This seems the only hedged point where there is still a 
connection between the three sources. The stronger phrase as also Montefoschi points 
out is ambiguous because it could mean that Montefreschi also points out a), the same 
connection or b), draws the same distinction between memory types. Since this 
ambiguity cannot be dissolved without looking at the larger context, I searched through 
this paper to find out that the writer is presuming another similarity or connection 
between Montefreschi’s works and the work of the two previously mentioned authors. 
Montefoschi seemed to have (b) drawn a similar distinction of memories. Therefore, this 
extract partly falls within the area of multiple shields since it offers a stronger stance 
(e.g. points out) than the previous example.  
 
5.48 Marcel Proust, per esempio, la cui poetica attribuiva un ruolo fondamentale al concetto 
di memoria, distingueva tra memoria volontaria e involontaria, probabilmente sulla scorta 
di Bergson che discerneva tra memoria strictu sensu e ricordo, come anche Montefoschi 
segnala nell’articolo già richiamato. (CIAO09MPL_7)  
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Marcel Proust, for example, whose poetry attributed a fundamental role to the concept of 
memory, made a distinction between conscious and unconscious memory, probably guided 
by Bergson who discerned between memory “scrictu” and memory of remembrance, as also 
Montefoschi points out in the previously mentioned article. (my translation)  
 
In all three examples (5.47, 5.48 and 5.49), it can be noticed how the authors 
interestingly rely on third parties for their analyses or to draw conclusions (Lezama, as 
Felici emphasizes in a note on the traduction, makes an error). While the writer of the 
third example 5.49 shows commitment towards Felici’s note (by boosting with 
emphasizes), she reports on the error of Lazama, which she or Felici later justifies in the 
passage probably due to hypercorrectness. If she is the one to justify Lazama’s error, 
probably is a plausibility shield because if Felici has justified Lazama’s error in his or 
her note on the translation, then the passage is simply being ideationally reported by the 
writer. To dissolve this ambiguity, it is necessary to go through Felici’s original paper, 
to see the exact words that this author used in his or her note on Lazama. This third 
example is more similar to the second example since it uses boosting expressions 
(emphasizers) such as emphasizes. However, all three examples are similar in terms of 
the interconnection of different attribution shields, plausibility shields and even 
‘ideational attributions’, which appear in different parts of the same clause complex. 
 
5.49 Lezama, come Felici sottolinea in una nota alla traduzione, compie un errore scri-
vendo ‘angostam’ e non ‘angustam’, probabilmente per ipercorrettismo, tuttavia la tra-
duzione di Riva corregge questa imprecisione. (CIAO13FPL_14)  
 
Lezama, as Felici emphasizes in a note on the traduction, makes an error writing ‘an-
gostam’ and not ‘Angustam’, probably due to hypercorrectness, besides the translation 
from Riva corrects this inaccuracy. (my translation)  
 
As I mentioned in the subsection 3.1.2.2.3 from my literature review, I introduced and 
showed a brief qualitative analysis of this phenomenon. Multiple shields have not 
previously been treated by Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6ff) or other authors focusing on 
hedging, hedges, boosting or boosters (though it may have been treated in studies on 
evidentiality). On top of that, it would certainly be interesting to investigate more in-
depth their pragmatic (epistemic, evidential) and semantic (approximative) features in 
future research. 
During the analysis, I noticed that the student writers frequently impersonalized their 
hedging expressions by placing the propositions on an even more tentative level. As 
there was no previous satisfactory term for such shields, I labelled them as impersonal 
shields (see subsection 3.1.2.2.3). An example is 5.50, where the modulating form it is 
suggested has the pragmatic function of an impersonal shield. In my opinion, the author 
of the MA thesis is the one to suggest the avoidance of certain habits to the teachers. 
However, he chose to somehow hide behind this impersonal form to lessen the impact 
of this generalization towards the immense number of teachers around the world. Even 
though the definite article the was used, there was no reference to a small and definite 
group of teachers in this text. It is striking how the fronted bi-clausal realization it is 
suggested (to the teachers) contains the broad semantic meaning of ‘propose idea, 
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action or plan’ and the specific meaning of ‘propose (non) action’. As can be seen, 
impersonal hedges and the general category of hedges can also fall under modulation. 
Although hedges and boosters are collectively recognized as epistemic or modalization 
devices, it is interesting to see that they can also be modulation devices (of proposing) 
or deontic. An interesting contrast is It is suggested [ideational: modulation] to the 
teachers that these habits should be avoided in the classroom and proper use of 
nonverbal communication be used […]. (CARE15MML_7) and this may perhaps 
suggest that [interpersonal: modalization]. Matthiessen agreed on my finding on the 
overlap shown by these two examples in terms of modulation and modalization within 
suggest. This occurs within the expression of uncertainty and negotiation for 
knowledge. He added that in the first example, it seems as if teachers are being obliged 
to take that stance or action. However, in the second example, suggest represents an 
assessment of the proposition. While the first use of suggest is ideational, the second is 
interpersonal. Matthiessen explained that the evolution of the English language is also 
shown in the way the interpersonal level co-opts ideational devices (e.g. I suggest) to 
extend its function (personal communication, December 14, 2018). 
 
5.50 It is suggested to the teachers that these habits should be avoided in the classroom and 
proper use of nonverbal communication be used in order to have great impact on the 
teaching learning process. (CARE15MML_7) 
 
5.51 It is strongly believed that “cells and tissues have certain thresholds of enzymatic 
activities below which clinical manifestation occurs.” (CIAOE14MPM_38) 
 
5.52 Është demonstruar se Al aktivizohet kur është në mjedise neutrale, kur përmban jonet 
In3+ dhe Zn2+ [73]. (CAR13MPC_10) 
 
It has been demonstrated that the component Al starts to act when it stays in neutral envi-
ronments […] (my translation) 
 
5.53 It seems no coincidence then that the play would determine his theatrical concern in the 
next play. (CARE12FBL_25) 
 
Other common impersonal shields such as it seems and impersonal boosters or 
emphasizers such as it is strongly believed and it has been demonstrated will be 
discussed here. For believe, it is often the question of whether to include instances that 
belong to common beliefs as hedges and boosters or not. The second example 5.51 
depicts this issue and shows how even ‘confident’ boosters such as strongly believe, 
prove, demonstrate etc. can be used in an impersonal way. It is strongly believed (the 
second example) and other similar examples were ranked as boosters. Very similar to 
the mental clause it is strongly believed is the reporting collocation it has been 
demonstrated, which interestingly combines impersonal writing with boosting. Since 
the male author of clause complex 5.52 describes the results of his study on Chemistry, 
it is clear that he is using an impersonal shield to impersonalize his own findings. 
Clause complex 5.53 is another example of Albanian English where seems was used by 
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a female BA student as an impersonal shield. As previously discussed, seem can act as a 
plausibility and attribution shield and this example proves the flexibility of this item 
within the three shield categories. In this case, it is ranked as a direct negative since 
seems transmits modality to the negated form no coincidence. The specific collocation it 
seems was classified as an impersonal shield since it creates ambiguity regarding the 
question: Does something seem true or possible to the author, the audience or both? 
Exceptionally, in collocations such as it seems to him, seem is an attribution shield, 
despite the presence of it.  
The examples from multiple and impersonal shields led us to a better understanding 
of these new categories that I added (see subsection 3.1.2.2.3) to Prince et al.’s (1980: 
9ff) shield-approximator framework. Plausibility shields (e.g. probably) interacted with 
boosting (e.g. as Felici emphasizes) and hedging (Ungaretti suggests) attribution shields 
to form multiple shields. Through multiple shields authors conveyed a subjective 
acceptance of some external author’s claims and skepticism towards others. We saw 
how the writers relied on ‘trusted’ third parties to draw conclusions on something as in 
the case of as Ungaretti himself suggests. As mentioned in the first paragraph of this 
subsection, impersonal shields were interestingly found to move between hedging (it is 
suggested) and boosting (it is strongly suggested/believed), through the same lexeme. It 
was shown how even ‘confident’ boosters such as strongly believe, prove, demonstrate 
etc. can be impersonalized. This discussion closes the general discussion on hedges as it 
will subsequently concentrate on boosters. 
5.1.2. Boosters  
Similar to hedges, the concept of boosters will be defined and the related criteria of 
inclusion/exclusion for the analysis will be discussed. A list of some frequently 
excluded usages and semantic meanings for three different boosters is provided. The 
boosters are divided into lexical verbs (demonstrate and prove) and adverbs 
(significantly and clearly). Subsequently, there is a discussion of contextualized 
examples from my corpora and the difficulty of ranking lexemes such as prove and 
clear. Here again, usages are written in italics whereas semantic meanings are not. 
 
Excluded usages and excluded semantic meanings of four boosters: 
 
SIGNIFICANTLY 
Albanian: ndjeshëm (adjective: sensitive-either easily affected or easily upset, adjective: 
significant),  
Italian: sensibilmente (to perceive something through the senses) 
 
CLEARLY 
clearly visible (easy to see), state clearly, clearly distinguish, clearly appear, think 
clearly, clearly see, say clearly, clearly understand, clearly display, clearly illustrate, 
clearly communicate, clearly describe, clearly articulate 
 
PROVE 
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Albanian: te dëshmosh (to testify in court), të provosh (to test someone, feel something, 
try something), të vërtetosh (to legally prove),  
Italian: provare (to feel, try, experience, taste etc.),  
English: the desire of proving, failure to prove, want to prove, has the burden to prove, 
wish to prove, aiming at proving, we start by proving, we should prove, let us prove, we 
want to prove, we have to prove 
 
DEMONSTRATE 
to demonstrate how (something is done), to demonstrate in a public demonstration 
 
For prove, I showed a high variance of expressions that were excluded from my list 
after a rigorous analysis. However, a similarly high variance of expressions was also 
included in the analysis. Some included instances of prove are proved by/in, X proves 
that, prove essential, can/will prove, it's important to prove, prove+quality, prove to 
be/have/cause, mathematically prove, we are in the position of proving, we start by 
proving, scientifically prove etc.  
The following clause complexes contain different usages of the lemma prove that 
were either included, excluded or unclear. Surprisingly, there were many various 
contexts where prove occurred in and it was very challenging to decide on their 
inclusion. In 5.54, the writer indicates the start of providing evidence, which does not 
seem to limit its boosting function. The usage of prove in 5.55 does not seem to qualify 
as part of boosting since the writer is announcing the next step in an unclear way. It 
could have surely been also classified as unclear. Example 5.56 shows how the PhD 
student of Mathematics/Informatics appears sure of her or ‘their’ current ability and 
favoring conditions to prove the existence of a unique solution. She even uses now to 
emphasize her or ‘their’ current facilitating conditions, which might have not been 
present before. In example 5.57, the author is making use of the unclear form We are 
left to prove, which presents proving, in a very unusual way, as a necessary step that 
still needs to be done. At this stage, nothing seems sure apart from the necessity to 
prove the indicated equivalence. Therefore, it was excluded from the analysis. As for 
5.58, it includes the special co-occurrence it sufﬁces to prove, which is quite ambiguous. 
However, I have included it since the writer is stating that a certain condition or factor 
may enable him to prove the investigated process or event. The desire of proving is not 
necessarily non-epistemic and not part of boosting. In clause complex 5.59, it is the 
desire which is the main focus of the clause complex, together with the idea that 
influences it. Despite the usage of the strong verb prove, the author does neither appear 
to be employing a certain boosting strategy nor is he trying to convince the readers of 
something. In this case, it is even a neutral report on the words of Vivaner. That is why I 
excluded this instance of prove. Moreover, as in examples 5.55 and 5.57, the actual 
efficiency in proving of this program is uncertain. The excluded example 5.60 is in line 
with 5.57 since it presents proving as an act of necessity for reaching another step of her 
research (concluding). All of the previously treated clause complexes derive from three 
different students of Mathematics/Informatics from CIAO. The idiosyncrasy of these 
students might have produced a correlation between the mentioned clause complexes. In 
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CIAOE13MPMI_5 and CIAOE14FPMI_17, for instance, the writers always used we. 
However, the forms are still different in many ways.  
 
5.54 We start by proving surjectivity. (CIAOE13MPMI_5) included 
 
5.55 Let us prove that (a) is valid. (CIAOE14FPMI_17) excluded 
 
5.56 We are now in position to prove the existence of a unique solution u ∈ C 2([0, R]) of 
problem (2.8). (CIAOE14FPMI_17) included 
 
5.57 We are left to prove the equivalence between the second and the third. (CIA-
OE13MPMI_5) excluded 
 
5.58 Indeed, if this is the case, the functors derive trivially and it sufﬁces to prove that for 
any Frob´et-sheaf F the map […] (CIAOE13MPMI_5) included 
 
5.59 Vinaver adds that the desire of proving the unity of what he titles The Work of Sir 
Thomas Malory is influenced by a neoclassical idea of narrative, […] (CIAOE12FML_61) 
excluded 
 
5.60 In order to conclude, we should prove that u (cid: 54) = 0. (CIAOE14FPMI_17) ex-
cluded 
 
Papers from Languages and Literature showed ambiguity like the ones from 
Mathematics and Informatics. As for 5.61 and 5.62, they represent a small group of 
clause complexes that were ranked as unclear due to the impossibility to make a final 
decision on them. It was not clear to me whether legally proved, which pertains to 
higher decision-making entities of the physical reality, is part of boosting or not. As for 
5.62, the clause complex itself is not clearly written despite its perceivable meaning. 
There were several other badly written examples where the meaning could still be 
inferred. Such clause complexes were usually included in the analysis. Being able to 
prove can belong to boosting, but a clear-cut decision was not possible for this clause 
complex. 
 
5.61 […] everyone is innocent until their guilt is legally proved […] (CARE13FBL_24) 
unclear 
 
5.62 […] and in this case L (cid:2) BR L1: we would not list, we would obtain L2 be able to 
prove that L2 represents a smaller set of concrete elements (i.e., is more precise) than L1. 
(CIAOE12FPMI_18) unclear 
 
Regarding the occurrences of clearly, think clearly was not found in my corpora and 
‘easy to see or understand etc.’ is the main semantic category that was excluded from 
the analysis. In her analysis of clearly, Trajkova (2015) did not mention its (non-
boosting) perception-related or cognitive-related meanings. As could be seen in the 
previous list of excluded cases, several meanings were excluded from my analysis of 
clearly.  
Sometimes novice writers provided different options, which were related to 
questionnaires, particularly Likert Scales. Such occurrences should be excluded in a 
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corpus analysis. In relation to this issue, there was a particular case from file 
(CAR13MPS_47). The first occurrence of the non-lexical hedging form plotësisht 
(entirely, totally) in 5.63 was excluded because it is an isolated form which solely 
relates to the questionnaire options: a) entirely/totally or b) in a wide degree. As I went 
through the paper written by this author, I realized that these forms were taken from his 
study’s questionnaire. Therefore, I excluded from the analysis many instances of 
plotësisht deriving from this file. However, by looking at the second occurrence of 
plotësisht in 5.63, it becomes clear that the author has placed these options in a larger 
linguistic context, where they have a clear sense. Therefore, the second occurrence was 
counted as a non-lexical hedging device, which has the semantic meaning of ‘party’, as 
it is a transferred negative. 
 
5.63 Ndërsa rreth  8.6% e respondentëve që deklarojnë se  elektorati  i djathtë  i  PD  që  dal-
lon  mospërputhje  midis  programit  të  PD  dhe  krahut  ideologjik  të djathtë që ajo pre-
tendon t’i përkas (në një masë të madhe dhe plotësisht) [excluded], nuk pranon (në masën  
Më  shumë,  jo  dhe  Aspak)  që  mund  të  thuhet  se  opinioni  i  përgjithshëm nuk gjykon se 
duhet ndëshkuar ndonjë parti thjesht për faktin se programi i saj nuk përputhet plotësisht 
[included] ose në një masë të madhe me krahun ideologjik që ajo pretendon t’i përkasë. 
(CAR13MPS_47)  
 
However, circa 8.6% of the respondents that declare that the voters of the right-winged PD 
that notice discrepancies between PD’s program and the ideological right wing that pretends 
to belong (in a wide degree and entirely/totally) does not admit (with the responses more, 
no and not at all) that it can be said that the general opinion does not agree that a party 
should be punished just because of the fact that its program does not entirely/totally syn-
chronize with the ideological side that it pretends to be part of. (my translation) 
 
After having clarified the underexplored concept of boosters, it is essential to 
qualitatively analyse and discuss the distinction between its two main functions, 
propositional and authorial. This will enable readers to gain a better understanding of 
these functions and perceive its similarity to the previously discussed hedging functions. 
5.1.2.1. Proposition-related intensifiers 
The functions of proposition-related intensifiers and the way they overlap with author-
related emphasizers are one of the most relevant aspects examined in my study. For an 
extended definition of the category, refer back to subsection 3.2.1. This subsection will 
reveal features of typical degree intensifiers (completely, entirely and totally) in a 
neutral and final position. Their examples are taken from Physics, Chemistry and 
Medicine. It will also compare examples of significantly as an intensifier. These 
occurrences are interesting since significantly is not a typical intensifier but there are 
several variables such as dependency, subjectivity, type of surrounding domain etc. that 
influence its function as an intensifier.  
In clause complex 5.64 from Albanian English (CARE), totally is presented as a 
proposition-related intensifier, which is mostly the case. 
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5.64 They were totally desperate with hunger until they were afraid of eating each other if 
they   were not givensome more food. (CARE15FBL_31) 
 
There was a particular use of totally in a final position and it is worth discussing if it 
still counts as proposition-related. In clause complex 5.65, the student of Physics had 
the choice to place plotësisht in a final position or place vetëm pas 70 orësh before u 
rehidruan plotësisht. In my opinion, he wanted to emphasize the fact that the rehidration 
process was complete after only 70 hours. It is not necessarily a marked choise or an act 
of foregrounding (in Albanian and Italian), as it will be shown in more detail in 
subsection 5.1.4.2. This led me to conclude that this occurence of plotësisht and many 
other occurrences (from Albanian) with a similar function in my corpora are 
proposition-related. Within the context of syntactic positioning, despite the close 
relation of the medial positioning with the categories ‘parenthetic’ and ‘in parentheses’, 
many instances of entirely and totally were solely medial.  
 
5.65 Në hulumtimet e tyre, Veljovic-Jovanovic et al. (2006), me gjethet e bimëve të R. serbi-
ca raportojnë se RWC te bimët e kontrollit ishte 97%, ndërsa gjatë anabiozës rreth 7% dhe 
vetëm pas 70 orësh u rehidruan plotësisht. (CAR13MPBP_39)  
 
In their reseach on the leaves of the plants of R. serbica, Veljovic-Jovanovic et al. (2006) re-
port that the RWC was 97% in the control plants, while during the anabiosis, it was circa 7% 
and only after 70 hours, they were (totally/entirely) rehydrated totally/entirely. (my transla-
tion) 
 
My perception on the more lexical and adaptor-like nature of complete, totally and 
entirely will be shared below. As can be seen in the following Table 31, totally tended 
to appear in rather qualitative contexts which were related to certain qualities (different, 
unique and independent), common actions (sending, refusing). However, these 
examples are mainly taken from Languages and Literature and only provide a partial 
view of my broader perception on these three lexemes.  
 
 
Table 31: An example of the occurrences of totally from its Excel table. 
 
Last but not the least, the intensifying function of significantly will be presented. As 
previously explained, significantly can be propositional or authorial, depending on its 
surrounding context and semantic category. In 5.66. I ranked significantly as 
proposition-related because the student of Medicine is merely referring to an 
experimental context where certain elements influence the behavior or results of other 
elements. He is presenting the high intesity of the caused impact. This impact is 
expected to be evaluated in an objective manner by the author, in relation to the 
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discovered results. The objectivity of significantly can partly be seen in his use of it was 
observed. If the results of a certain test show a statistically high variation between the 
results from different variables, the word significantly can be used. Therefore, this usage 
of significantly is propositional since the author is not subjectively judging this event. 
The same propositional use was found in the following examples 5.67 and 5.68. In 5.67, 
the span of significantly has a limted extention on different and compares the difference 
of various ranges. As for 5.68, the writer has made use of seems in seems to have been 
significantly damaged, which may indicate that significantly is author-related. However, 
seems relates to the possible explanations of the signficant difference conveyed by 
significantly, which was observed and measured in physical conditions. Therefore, 
significantly counts as intensifying and proposition-related. Of course, not every clause 
complex which describes experimental conditions included a proposition-related 
significantly. In general, for statements which were more in the form of opinions, often 
related to overgeneralizing contexts such as talking about a whole country, significantly 
was ranked as an author-related emphasizer. 
 
5.66 Në përfundim u pa se llaku i fluorit (NaF) frenonte ndjeshëm prodhimin e acidit laktik 
(183). (CAR12MPM_34)  
 
In the end, it was observed that the fluor spray (NaF) was significantly slowing down the 
production of lactic acid (183). (my translation)  
 
5.67 On the contrary the BeCp∗2 proﬁle is signiﬁcantly diﬀ erent, more clearly in the lower 
energy range [...]. (CIAOE14FPC_21) 
 
5.68 Ndërkohë që kokrra duket të jetë dëmtuar ndjeshëm ose nga furnizimi i mjaftueshëm 
me assimilate (Babani, 1995; Acevedo 2002; Kongjika, 2004) ose nga dëmtimi i kokrrës nga 
temperaturat e larta të verës […] (CAR14FPBP_44) 
 
However, the fruit seems to have been significantly damaged either from its nutrition with 
various chemicals (Babani, 1995; Acevedo 2002; Kongjika, 2004) or the high temparatures 
of the summer […] (my translation) 
 
As a following step, it is important to discuss the other main category of boosters, 
namely emphasizers. 
5.1.2.2. Author-related emphasizers 
Author-related emphasizers are a powerful means of persuading our readers and 
avoiding possible counterclaims when our claims are supported by the necessary 
evidence. They convey modality and stance by adding strength to the modified 
predicate. (cf. Bondi 2008: 39) In this subsection, there will be a discussion of some 
prototypical examples of these modalization (and degree) devices, including epistemic 
adverbs and lexical epistemic verbs. Furthermore, some lexemes functioning as 
intensifiers and emphasizers, depending on the context, will be discussed.   
In the first example 5.69 from CARE, definitely means ‘without doubt, absolutely’. 
Through this semantic category, the BA student of Languages and Literature is boosting 
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her commitment towards the truthfulness of the proposition. She appears to be trying to 
persuade and avoid possible doubts about her claim on the internet being the fastest-
growing tool. The claim has a persuasive nature deriving from general knowledge, 
which supports the use of definitely. As a result, definitely was ranked as an authorial 
emphasizer, in contrast to definitely in example 5.70. In example 5.70 from CIAOE, 
definitely is conveying the meaning of ‘completely, without exceptions’. The MA 
student of Languages and Literature has used differentiate definitely one’s class from 
that class to convey a total intensity or completeness of the difference between two 
classes. If definitely is replaced with completely, the meaning of the clause complex 
would remain the same. It is surprising to see how a strong booster such as definitely 
can also affect the propositional level and express intensity. I think that the first use of 
definitely is a more central booster than the second proposition-related use of it since it 
is more persuasive and author-related. This claim is based on the view that academic 
writing is an interactional activity where writers try to obtain agreement from their 
readers and avoid possible claims. (cf. Hyland 2015) The last example 5.71 shows a 
special version of the emphasizer strongly believe in CAR. In CAR, the emphasizing 
meaning of the lemma believe was conveyed through various collocations such as vërtet 
beson (really/truly believe), beson me të vërtetë (believe for real/really believe), beson 
fuqishëm (believe with strength/strongly believe), beson fuqimisht (believe with 
strength/strongly believe) and beson shumë (believe a lot). It can be noted that Albanian 
students have developed various projecting mental clauses to emphasize a strong belief.   
 
5.69 The internet is definitely the fastest-growing communication tool […] 
(CARE13FBL_24).  
 
5.70 [...] in order also to differentiate definitely one’s class from that class of nobility not 
able to follow the same rate of consumption […] (CIAOE12FPS_13).  
 
5.71 Morisoni beson shumë se bashkësia zezake nuk duhet të rendë në të njëjtën rrugë të 
gabuar që ka përshkuarbashkësia e bardhë. (CAR14MPL_2) 
 
Morrison believes a lot that the black community should not follow the same wrong path 
that the white community has followed. (my translation) 
 
Apart from the large number of typical emphasizers (DEFINITELY, OF COURSE) in my 
corpora, there was also a restricted number of typical adjuncts of intensity (COMPLETELY, 
ENTIRELY, TOTALLY) ranked as emphasizers. Even though their occurrences were very 
low, it is interesting to see how these typical propositional boosters can reveal 
interpersonal traits. As the following examples (5.72, 5.73 and 5.74) demonstrate, they 
move from their typical semantic setting to a pragmatic one. The reasons can vary from 
their syntactic positioning to their surrounding context.  
 
5.72 Completamente diverso dai precedenti è il Kööpeli a cui viene attribuito il significato 
di “spettro del bosco” oppure […]. (CIAO15FML_57)  
 
Completely different from the previous ones is the Kööpeli to whom is attributed the mean-
ing of “specter of the forest” or […]. (my translation)  
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5.73 Totally we need to estimate 16 parameters in order to reconstruct the density matrix of 
a two-qubit state. (CIAOE10MPP_11) 
 
5.74 Totally depended on Fagin for every crumb, once   they accept his cynical hospitality, 
the street urchins are bound to his body and soul like bond slaves. (CARE15FBL_31) 
 
It is interesting how the writers of these clause complexes have equally chosen to place 
completely and totally right at the beginning of the clause complex, by shifting the 
subject and verb further instead of using the simple subject-verb order. I classified the 
first two examples (5.72 and 5.73) of totally and completely as author-related 
emphasizers as the authors seemed to have purposively placed them initially in their 
clause complexes. The placement of, for instance, certainly, in a fronted positioning is 
somehow more natural than placing entirely, totally or completely. Therefore, the first 
two examples are author-related because of their closeness to the author. Moreover, they 
are objective-explicit since they are objective forms placed in a more explicit (fronted) 
manner in the clause complex. This shows the strong connection between clause 
complex positioning with the orientation, manifestation, semantic and pragmatic 
features of boosters (and hedges). However, as example 5.74 shows, not every fronted 
adjunct of degree is author-related. This clause complex, which is clearly separated into 
three different segments, presents totally with a rather restricted focus on only one 
propositional aspect (depended on Fagin for every crumb). For this reason, I ranked it as 
proposition related, while recognizing its objective-explicit nature. However, the use is 
ambiguous as it could also be excluded as a booster. In my analysis, many fronted 
adjuncts of intensity were classified as objective-explicit since I consider fronted 
positioning to be frequently explicit (to make an item more obvious and thematic), 
rather than implicit as presented in SFG. For my study, I did not check for fronted 
instances acting as cohesive devices. Another striking characteristic of all three 
examples above is the turned verb-subject order instead of the usual subject-(adverb)-
verb order for such declarative clause complexes. Italian and Albanian seemed more 
flexible in terms of order within clause complexes. 
Example 5.75 below contains entirely as an afterthought, which changes its function 
and scope. The function is pragmatic, and the scope is backwards (see the underlined 
part). The author could have presented the information in a different order such as These 
patterns seem to almost entirely explain a grammatic performance in comprehension. 
This would have also been acceptable. However, he made a marked choice to present 
entirely in a final positioning, to foreground the almost perfect explanation that the 
presented patterns seem to offer. This inevitably brings entirely closer to the author and 
turns it into an objective-explicit form. Another aspect is that entirely is related to the 
thematic subject these patterns, which I have ranked as a third person singular neutral 
(indicated as 3rd P SG n). With neutral (n), I refer to all inanimate subjects or objects 
such as these patterns, my study, the results etc (see subsection 4.8). As it became clear, 
there is a particular use of almost before entirely, which somehow rejects the totality of 
entirely. It was a difficult decision if to include such lexemes (preceded and modified by 
an approximative hedge, like entirely) as boosters or not. I decided to include lexemes 
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such as entirely since the author has still placed them for a specific reason, that is 
boosting (semantically) the propositional information by showing a total degree. The 
author can first place a hedge such as almost to balance a possibly risky or unproven 
statement, but it does not necessarily mean that the following booster (e.g. entirely, 
completely) loses its semantic features of totality. The discussion may be different if we 
would have a collocation including a hedge and a typical emphasizer such as definitely 
or certainly.  
 
5.75 These patterns seem to explain a grammatic performance in comprehension almost en-
tirely. (CIAOE12MML_81)  
 
relation orient-manifest pers. pron. 
authorial object.-explicit 3rd P SG n 
 
There two other authorial usages that are worth discussing. In example 5.76, there is a 
particular use of completely as an author-related emphasizer, which is objective-explicit 
due to its medial and parenthetical (in parentheses) syntactic positioning. I believe that it 
is exactly its medial and parenthetical positioning in the clause complex that brings 
entirely closer to the author’s thoughts. It does not remain on the propositional level to 
modify e.g. different reasons, but it functions as an emphasizer within a personal 
comment by the author, which is presented in parentheses. It is possible, however, to 
contrarily argue that the addition of the parentheses was not necessary and that it is an 
intensifier. In example 5.77, entirely is an author-related emphasizer because it has a 
large span across the whole remaining proposition and it is related to the reasons of our 
inheritance of Chaucer’s English. By using entirely because of […], the male MA 
student of Languages and Literature is trying to emphasize his point of view on the 
reasons for the inheritance. The two examples include entirely and completely 
functioning as author-related emphasizers, which rarely happened in my corpora. 
 
5.76 […] and it may even change within the same social transaction (as counterparts may be 
motivated by completely different reasons). (CIAOE13MPS_41)  
 
relation orient-manifest pers. pron. position 1 position 2 
authorial object.- explicit 3rd P PL n medial parenthetic, in parentheses 
 
5.77 Chaucer’s is the English which we have inherited 1, entirely because of the centrality, 
politically rather than geographically, of London. (CIAOE05MML_85) 
 
I explored how writers can use emphasizers to explicitly convey their full commitment 
towards their statements. However, writers can also choose to express a total intensity in 
relation to results, processes and the like. These helpful indicators of intensity may add 
a sense of success and completeness to various aspects of our research. Therefore, they 
will be explored in more detail in the following subsection. 
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5.1.3. Semantic and pragmatic categories of hedges and boosters 
Through the qualitative analysis of authorial and propositional categories of hedges and 
boosters, I mentioned the strong relation between these categories and their semantic 
and syntactic categories. These categories, together with pragmatic ones, will be 
scrutinized in the following subsections, where introductory phrases, lexical verbs and 
lexical adverbs will be introduced separately.  
5.1.3.1. Pragmatic categories of selected introductory phrases  
This subsection is dedicated to the interesting case of introductory phrases or also called 
propositional phrases, which appear to express numerous pragmatic functions. These 
functions, as will be seen in the following tables, range from evidentiality to 
epistemicity and from evidentials to hedges, as Pietrandrea (cf. 2007: 52-55) predicted. 
However, her small-scale results from predominately spoken data and written non-
academic discourse were quite different from my results from written academic 
discourse. The question that arises from this discussion is: Do prepositional 
(introductory) phrases mainly refer to speaker's or writer’s knowing/reasoning/lack of 
commitment or to reportive contexts/direct evidence, as we were taught and as 
Pietrandrea (cf. 2007: 52-55) argued? To find an answer, there will be a discussion on 
the first table, which is related to the pragmatic hedge categories (e.g. supposition) that 
‘emerged’ during my analysis of the selected introductory phrases. Then, the focus will 
move to the evidentiality categories (e.g. contrasting previous external ideas or 
statements) that were found in the data. There are tables with specific categories and 
examples. 
Various pragmatic categories were used to mark the authors’ reasons or pragmatic 
goals for using such fronted bi-clausals or introductory phrases. Basically, every 
category involves ‘supposition’, though I ranked only the ones that had it as a main 
feature or explicit as such, as seen in a and h (see Table 32). At a further delicacy level, 
h indicates that the claim derives from personal reason and no study has been conducted 
on it. In a, IN MY OPINION further reduces the absolute value of the most and leaves some 
room for discussion within the audience. In b, c and partly d, the author establishes a 
more direct relation to the audience and suggests in general terms to interpret something 
in a certain way (e.g. a literature paragraph) (c), to engage in a certain “necessary” or 
“beneficial" action (a) or understand the logical causes of a certain occurrence or state 
(d). There are additional tentative predictions or suppositions, which can be low, if 
introductory phrases are followed by would, would etc., and high, if they are followed 
by high value modals such as will.  
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 introductory phrases 
pragmatic hedge 
categories 
examples 
a). supposition; avoid 
categorical statements 
I am going to refer to some of these recommendations that in 
my opinion are the most significant for the purpose of this 
thesis. (CIAOE03FML_83) 
b). suggestion (possi-
ble action) 
In my opinion, language policy should look at the primary 
level of education as well because […] (CIAOE03FML_83) 
c). suggestion (of in-
terpretation) to audi-
ence 
Un susseguirsi così ordinato dei tipi di testo è a mio parere 
da prendere in considerazione in riferimento alle ricerche, 
che sono realizzate in vista delle classi di testo complete. 
(CIAO14FML_67) Such an ordered suggestion of the text 
types is, from my perspective, to be considered in relation to 
the researches, realized in terms of the complete text classes. 
d). suggest possible 
reasons for occur-
rence/state 
A mio avviso, gran parte della confusione è originata 
dall’uso indefinito di termini che, solo apparentemente, 
sembrano chiari ed univoci; […] (CIAO10MPS_54) From 
my point of view, most part of the confusion derives from the 
indefinite use of terms that, only apparently, seem clear and 
unambiguous; […] 
e). possible interpreta-
tion; support previous 
own statement (action) 
Actually, I translated it into i più tonti, trying to use and 
equivalent register. In my opinion, the whole meaning is 
here maintained. (CIAOE15FML_64) 
f). possible interpreta-
tion; support previous 
own statement (action) 
Moreover, it can also appear more ironical and, in my opin-
ion, this was the aim of the author for this passage. (CIA-
OE15FML_64) 
g). avoid categorical 
statements 
In our opinion, the most interesting model [is X] […] 
(CIAOE14MPP_27) 
h). supposition (per-
sonal reasoning)  
We excluded other elements from the analysis, such as eye-
brows, forehead, cheeks etc., not because we regard them as 
less important or less charateristics of a prototypical Head 
(in my opinion they are not the first thing one would think 
about when talking about a Head, but I haven't made a study 
about it) […] (CIAOE15FML_68) 
i). (high) tentative 
prediction (+will), 
avoid categorical 
statements 
A mio avviso in questo periodo e nei prossimi anni, le per-
sone di tutti i livelli professionali che si sono avvicinati ad 
un lavoro in modo poco professionale […] risentiranno più 
di altre i “crampi” dell’economia. (CIAO12MPE_3) From 
my point of view, currently and in the next years, the per-
sons from all professional levels that have obtained a job in 
an unprofessional way […] will feel more than the others the 
cramps of the economy. 
j). to show tentative-
ness, partial commit-
ment 
[…] at least in my opinion, the issue of migration and con-
sequent remittances was purposely left under stressed, […] 
(CARE14MPE_36) 
Table 32: Pragmatic hedge categories of the selected introductory phrases and related 
examples from my corpora. 
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Though, all categories of Table 32 are more or less tentative, the last category shows it 
very explicitly with at least in my opinion. This implies that the author does not know if 
it is really the case. Lastly, categories overlapped, as Hyland (cf. 1998a: 161-163) and 
Lafuente Millán (cf. 2008: 69) warned. In the example from a, the author supposes and 
avoids appearing categorical whereas in e, he or she primarily supports their previous 
translation and then offers an interpretation. In f, he or she primarily offers a possible 
interpretation on the aim of the author, and secondarily supports his or her previous 
claim (not action). It is important to note that supporting one's precious claim is not 
essentially a pragmatic category of hedging but is more concerned with the logic-
semantic sequence of the text and protecting one's views. Despite this fact, supporting 
one's views mainly occurred within hedging, whereas contrasting external views mainly 
occurred with introductory phrases as evidentials. Apart from the various pragmatic 
categories of introductory phrases as hedges in my corpora, several pragmatic categories 
of introductory phrases as evidentials emerged. This finding replicates Pietrandrea's (cf. 
2007: 52-55) small-scale findings on predominately spoken language and written non-
academic discourse in the context of academic writing. Her claims on the two-sided 
nature of secondo me (in my opinion) as an evidential and a hedge were the main reason 
that intrigued me to conduct a rather separate case study on such introductory phrases. 
The evidential categories will be shown in the following table. 
Introductory phrases were ranked as evidentials when they either contrasted 
previous external information, as in a to d (indicated in Table 33) or show authority and 
originality of thought as in e and f. Pietrandrea (cf. 2007: 50ff) acknowledged that 
secondo me (in my opinion) can be used as an evidential when it is used to contrast 
previously mentioned authors and claims. However, she did not mention the different 
ways that were found in this study to contrast previous information. I found out that 
authors can also contrast previous statements, ideas (category a), but also previous 
theories (b), models or investigation’s (c) and ways of analysing data (d) by other 
authors. Authors can additionally show that it is their stance, in contrast to other sources 
as in f, In my opinion (and according to the figures provided by MAT). Finally, authors 
can show originality of thought and that they are the person responsible for the claims, 
as in the example from e, From my point of view that course was very helpful for 
various reasons. (CARE13MBL_23) The reason why I did not rank this as a hedge is 
because the writer who used it took part in the same course with me, “Art of Writing”, 
where we were taught to use such forms to show originality and a personal style of 
writing. I personally asked the writer about it and he confirmed the truthfulness of my 
claim. His addition of very shows that he is quite confident on what he states. 
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 introductory phrases 
pragmatic evidential 
categories 
examples 
a). contrast previous 
external idea, statement 
The notion of physical control is present in instances of 
Physical Possession (Heine 1997:34), […]  However, in 
my opinion, physical control is not a strong enough con-
dition to imply Possession per se. (CIAOE12FPL_47) 
b). contrast previous 
external idea, theory 
[…] essentially a fair reflection, but in our opinion real-
ized in a wrong way […] (CARE10MPS_40) 
c). contrast previous 
external idea, model 
Researchers aim to define fanatic consumption character-
istics investigating fanatic consumers but, at the same 
time, they look for fanatic characteristics […].  In our 
opinion, this short circuit between the methodological 
position and the research objective jeopardizes the real 
understanding of fanatic consumption. (CIA-
OE14MPE_46) 
d). contrast previous 
external analysis 
Very bad translation, as we can notice. […] convention is 
translated as- konventat, when in fact in my opinion it 
should be traditat. (CARE12FBL_20) 
e). to show authority, 
originality 
From my point of view that course was very helpful for 
various reasons. (CARE13MBL_23) 
f). showing author’s 
presence (authority), 
additional idea 
[...] there is a combination of descriptions of situations 
through present tense and past events told using perfect 
aspect and few past tenses.  In my opinion (and accord-
ing to  the figures  provided  by  MAT),  what  gave  them  
high  D2 scores  were  mainly  present  perfect  verbs. 
(CIAOE15FML_65) 
Table 33: Pragmatic evidential categories of the selected introductory phrases and relat-
ed examples from my corpora. 
 
Finally, some of the principal findings on introductory phrases such as FROM MY 
PERSPECTIVE, FROM MY POINT OF VIEW and IN MY OPINION will be summarized in addition 
to Pietrandrea’s (cf. 2007: 52-55) results. She provided the useful explanation that “[t]he 
preference for contexts of contrast (19 out of 38 occurrences) suggests that secondo me 
(in my opinion) is mainly used to stress the fact that the speaker is signalling his own 
reasoning or knowledge as the source of evidence for what he is asserting, opposing it to 
other sources of evidence” (Pietrandrea 2007: 54). In a similar fashion, there were many 
contexts of evidentiality where Albanian and Italian students contrasted previously 
mentioned statements. This did not only relate to contrasting others’ statements, as the 
author proposed, but also to contrasting/offering an alternative to someone’s own 
previous statement/assessment. Most importantly, I demonstrated that, as we were 
taught during my BA studies in Albania and as Pietrandrea (cf. 20007: 52-55) argued, in 
my opinion can occur as an evidential too. This is parallel to its frequent hedging 
function revealed from my corpora, which contrasts Pietrandrea’s assertion. She 
proposed that “[h]aving ‘source of evidence’ as its core meaning, secondo me is to be 
considered as a true evidential rather than an epistemic marker” (Pietrandrea 2007: 54). 
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The quantitative comparison between these two functions will provide a clearer contrast 
between our studies. While the author presented invece (instead) as a means of contrast, 
I also found in my opinion/from my point of view to be preceded or even followed by 
although, however, in fact, when, but or yet within evidentiality and contrastive 
statements (see Table 31 above). Moreover, contrasting a previously negated form and 
usages such as secondo te (in your opinion/ according to you) did not occur in academic 
writing, which Pietrandrea found within spoken discourse. While she claimed that 
secondo me (in my opinion) “is awkward when employed in purely conjectural 
contexts” (Pietrandrea 2007: 54), I discovered that in my opinion and and create a 
hedging context, as in Moreover, it can also appear more ironical and in my opinion, 
this was the aim of the author for this passage. (CIAOE15FML_64) Extending the 
discussion on secondo me to more introductory phrases in Italian, English and Albanian 
as well as comparing results on spoken data and non-academic writing with academic 
writing, produced very interesting results. It was worth to explore these aspects in a case 
study. All the other lexemes were analysed concerning their semantic categories, which 
will be discussed in the following subsections. 
5.1.3.2. Semantic categories of selected (hedging) epistemic verbs  
The discussion will move from the emerging pragmatic categories of propositional 
phrases to the hedging and excluded (non-hedging) semantic categories of the chosen 
lexical verbs. The Table 34 below summarizes these categories and related examples. 
The discussion will start with two categories of SUGGEST, continue with three categories 
of SEEM and end with two categories of BELIEVE. There will also be some short 
clarifications of the reasons why I excluded a few other categories of these lemmas. The 
very different areas of modality into which SUGGEST falls, the broad categories of SEEM 
and its Albanian equivalent and the different contexts where BELIEVE appears in, make 
this table very interesting. 
 
SUGGEST 
Table 34 displays the semantic categories for SUGGEST and other hedges. My clearest 
hedging category for SUGGEST is a, with attributions, such as the presented example R2 
= 0.801972 suggests, and alternative personal forms, such as I/we suggest. It mainly, 
but not only, relates to ideas. It shows partial commitment, often related to a lack of 
evidence or new claims. It is also related to b, ‘proposing/mentioning ideas’, but also 
‘recommending actions to the audience.’ This second aspect of b captures the idea of 
‘recommending’ from LDOCE. In contrast to this dictionary, which linked 
recommending to a person as suitable for a certain position, I related recommending to 
actions within the academic context. It can be argued whether this belongs to hedging, 
as in the present study, or not. I however consider it as part of hedging, since such 
recommendations or proposals through SUGGEST are still tentative and sometimes 
indirect (see example from b).  
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sememe my (modalization, modula-
tion) categories from         
dictionaries 
examples 
SUGGEST a). to communicate or show an 
idea or feeling without stating 
it directly or giving proof 
(COD) 
R2 = 0.801972 sugjeron fuqi të lartë 
shpjeguese e modelit. (CAR14MPE_19) 
R2 = 0.801972 suggests a high explana-
tory power of the model.  
 b). to mention an idea, possible 
plan, or recommend an action 
for other people to consider 
(propose/recommend) (COD, 
QEP, FGJSSH, Olivetti) 
 That is why it is suggested that forms of 
public engagement be mediated and 
combined with other models […] 
(CIAOE15FML_65) 
SEEM a). (cannot) seem to do some-
thing (cf. Oxford, LDOCE) 
In the mist of the night, they seem to ap-
pear as if out of a nightmare. (CIA-
OE13MML_78) 
 b). having/giving the impres-
sion of being something or 
having a particular quality 
(Oxford, Treccani, Olivetti) 
The overall atmosphere of the Albano-
Yugoslav relations by spring 1923 
seemed peaceful. (CARE09MPS_34) 
 c). to indicate something that it 
is obvious, it can be clearly 
seen, noticeable (QEP, 
FGJSSH) 
Këtu duket qartë prania e një devijance 
parësore […] (CAR14FPS_51) Here it 
is obvious/clearly seen the presence of a 
primary deviation […] 
BELIEVE a). to think: that something is 
true/false (cf. FGJSSH, Hoepli, 
LDOCE, QEP, Treccani) or 
im/possible, although you are 
not completely sure (cf. 
LDOCE) 
Type 3 agents believe that output and 
inﬂation rate will be always at its REE 
value. (CIAOE13MPE_4) 
 b). to have good reasons to 
think that  that something is 
true/fasle or im/possible 
strongly believe, […] ato besojnë 
fuqishëm se mund të jenë infektuar 
(UNAIDS, 2004). (CAR15FPS_48) […] 
they strongly believe that they may have 
been infected […] (my translation) 
Table 34: The semantic (hedge) categories of the selected lexical (epistemic) verbs. 
 
From a comparison of the following examples for suggest, it can be noticed how its 
hedging forms can either ‘tentatively communicate an idea’ (5.78), ‘propose or 
recommend a useful action to the audience’ (5.79), ‘propose or recommend non-action’ 
(keeping hands off from Albania as in example 5.81) or ‘propose, recommend an idea’ 
(5.80). It is clear that there are not only different semantic meanings of suggest but also 
further subcategorizations of these meanings. Additionally, authors used unusual 
subjects for suggest as in Great Britain suggested. Even though it is clear that the author 
refers to officials from Great Britain, it is interesting to see how he or she portrays a 
country that performs the action of suggesting. Moreover, the usage suggest-ed in this 
example belongs to the simple past tense, which in my view is equally epistemic as the 
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present tense. The usage of suggest as a proposal or recommendation belongs to the 
only semantic category from my list of words that extends the meaning of hedging from 
modalization to modulation.  
 
5.78 R2 = 0.801972 sugjeron fuqi të lartë shpjeguese e modelit. (CAR14MPE_19)  
 
R2 = 0.801972 suggests a high explanatory power of the model. (my translation) 
 
5.79 That is why it is suggested that forms of public engagement be mediated and combined 
with other models […] (CIAOE15FML_65) 
 
At present, it is suggested to employ 1 µg per Kg of body weight. 
 
5.80 He suggests a metamorphosed London city, and this is how London city should be like: 
(CARE11MPS_35) 
 
5.81 Consequently, Great Britain suggested that it was advisable to try and keep the hands of 
all neighbours off Albania, and refer the most important issues to the League of Nations be-
fore a certain state engaged itself in that country. (CARE09MPS_34) 
 
In the Italian dictionaries, RCS Libri, Olivetti, Treccani and Hoepli, there was no 
relation between SUGGEST and hedging or modalization, making it a possible significant 
difference between the languages, which is worth discussing. Hoepli (monolingual, 
Italian-Italian) had categories such as: 1, ‘recalling memory’: quel film gli ha suggerito 
tristi ricordi. That movie suggested him sad memories. (my translation); 2, ‘advicing’ 
and; 3, ‘telling or whispering something to someone with low voice so that no one can 
hear it’, for instance during an exam: lui gli suggeriva tutte le domande dell esame. He 
was suggesting (to him or her) all answers to the exercises of the exam. (my translation) 
The first and third categories of Hoepli seemed to be blended in the second category by 
Olivetti, which also included ‘reminding someone forgotten things so that others cannot 
hear it.’ Since all presented categories derive from spoken language, they did not occur 
in my Italian corpus. To my knowledge, these uses of SUGGEST would also not be found 
in English. Only the first category by Olivetti, ‘bringing something in mind, proposing, 
indicating’, appeared to be related to hedging. In a similar manner, the Albanian 
dictionaries mentioned, among other functions, the hedging function of sugjeron 
(suggest).  
 
SEEM 
In this part, the example of SEEM will be discussed, including dictionary categories 
found for it and its Italian and Albanian equivalents, together with my selection and 
additions or changes. For reasons of space, there will not be a discussion of not each 
single category found in dictionaries neither of how I adapted these categories and 
added new ones. Still, it is important to show this process through the example of SEEM. 
The English dictionaries COD and LDOCE were considered to a great degee for 
deciding on the semantic categories of SEEM. COD had the category ‘to give the effect of 
being; to be judged to be’, which in my view is too general and neglects actions by 
focusing exclusively on states (being). After typing seem in LDOCE, several entries 
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appeared, such as seem, not be/feel/seem herself, be/seem/look nothing like 
somebody/something and the like. I only carefully observed the first category, as the 
others derived from everyday life and not academic language. For the entry seem, 
LDOCE had the first category ‘if something seems to be true, there are things that make 
people think it is true’ with further subcategories and examples, such as seem 
adj.+noun, it seems (that), seem to somebody, seem to do something, it seems like/as 
if/as though etc. Even though I did not choose this category because it did not display 
my understanding of seem and only covered seem true rather than seem fake, I included 
all its subcategories as hedges. Furthermore, LDOCE further divided the second 
category ‘can’t/couldn’t seem to do something’ and the third category ‘used to make 
what you are saying less strong or certain, and more polite’ into ‘seem to do something’ 
and ‘it seems (that)/it would seem (that).’ For ‘seem to “do” something’, that dictionary 
ambiguously presented examples of seem+state (being, having) such as “The suggestion 
seems to be that integration is desirable and possible if the obstacles posed by black 
culture were removed. Amelia seemed to have no trouble […]” (LDOCE).  
Apart from COD and LDOCE, I also consulted the Oxford English dictionary. 
While LDOCE presented the subcategory ‘seem to do something’, the Oxford English 
dictionary’s main category was the complete opposite with the entry ‘cannot seem to do 
something. Be unable to do something, despite having tried.’ It presented the example 
of informal language he couldn't seem to remember his lines. The Oxford category was 
more similar to the LDOCE category, so I combined them to create my own category: 
‘(cannot) seem to do something.’ This category is always related to actions (verbs). I 
placed cannot in parentheses as an optional choice between negative and positive 
polarity, for the writer to be able to choose between using it in a negated, but also in the 
more frequently occurring positive sense. The other category from the Oxford 
Dictionary was ‘[g]ive the impression of being something or having a particular 
quality.’ From my perspective, this category is related to adjectives (unable), 
judgements (wrong, true) and as its name implies, a state of being or having. I present a 
similar state vs. act comparison (every type of act, not only physical) to PROBABLY, 
which will be subsequently presented.  
In the Italian dictionaries, RCS Libri, Olivetti, Hoepli and Treccani, I searched for 
both equivalents of seem, sembrare and parére (alternatively, representing an opinion). 
For parére, two categories from Treccani were excluded because one (appearing, 
showing oneself differently from reality) is not part of hedging, and the other (appearing 
in many shades) is more present in narrative texts. The hedging category, which is 
covered in my b category, generally includes aspects such as believing, judging 
(considered as a feature of my category) or considering something as probable or 
possible. Treccani offered similar information and categories for sembrare. This 
similarity proves the soundness of my choice of including both equivalents. Hoepli 
(Italian-Italian) did not seem to have hedging categories for sembrare, but rather a, 
related to the appearance (seemed a good guy), b, making someone believe (it seems (to 
me)) that it is noisy here) and c, giving an impression (seems that everything proceeds 
perfectly). As it can be seen, the explanations of b and c do not fit to the given 
examples, which seem to be normal hedging uses. Making someone believe is more 
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about persuasion or even deception, but the given example is more reflective: it seems 
to me (mi sembra). Almost equal categories were presented for parére. Therefore, the 
Hoepli categories for SEEM were not considered useful for my study. Olivetti had a clear 
list of categories for sembrare and exactly the same categories from 2 to 4 were 
presented for parére, indicating the strong similarity between these two equivalents. 
 
1 ciò che uno pensa intorno a qualcosa (what one thinks about something) 
2 avere l'apparenza per lo più senza essere (having the appearance, seeming, even 
without having that quality) 
3 apparire probabile, verosimile, giusto, conveniente (appearing probable, right, 
convenient) 
4 impersonale apparire probabile, verosimile, giusto, conveniente (impersonal 
appearing probable, right, convenient) (Olivetti; my translation) 
 
Each one of these categories appears to be related to hedging. The first category appears 
to be more explicitly related to the author as in it seems to me. These collocations were 
ranked as plausibility shields. The second category appears to be related to any type of 
subject such as the model seems. The last category includes phrases such as it seems that 
etc. which were included in my analysis as impersonal shields.  
The following paragraphs will concentrate on my search in the Albanian 
dictionaries. It is interesting how the only entry from both FGJSSH and QEP for the 
Albanian equivalent of seem, duket (e.g. duke-t/n/ m/sh/sha/shin/shit/shim/mi/ni), was 
the reflective form dukem (I seem). However, this was clearly a mistake because its 
examples and categories included various uses of duket (e.g. duken: they seem, duket-
it/he/she seems). Therefore, this entry was very useful for my study. One challenging 
aspect for the analysis of the Albanian equivalent of seem, namely duket, is that it had 
ten different categories of the word in both FGJSSH and QEP, as words in Albanian 
often have a large number of meanings, which are completely different and used in 
many different contexts. In the list below, I have ranked most of the excluded categories 
and usages for duket in CAR.  
 
 revealing one’s real face: U duk se kush është. He showed who he (really) is. 
(FGJSSH; QEP) 
 asking/describing physical conditions, health, feelings: Si dukesh me 
shëndet? How do you feel (health)? (FGJSSH; QEP) 
 inviting someone to go somewhere/showing up: Duku nga shtëpia! Come to 
my house! (FGJSSH; QEP) Askush s'dukej gjëkundi. (CAR14MPL_2): He 
was not showing up/appearing anywhere. (my translation) 
 perception-seeing: Krijimi i një klime jo të përshtatshme ndaj zhvillimit 
ekonomik duket në mjaft tregues, sidomos […]: (CAR13MPE_17) The 
creation of a disfavoring environment towards the economic development 
can be seen in many aspects, especially […] (my translation) 
 describing the look of someone/something:  […] arsye kjo q¨e Dielli duket i 
verdh¨e. (CAR14MPP_37) That is a reason why the Sun looks yellow. (my 
translation) 
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 appearing: Nuk kisha qëllim të dukesha anglez dhe studentët e kolegët e mi e 
kuptonin që unë isha i huaj, […] (CAR13FPS_50) It was not my goal to 
appear as an English native and my students and colleagues knew that I was 
foreign, […] (my translation)  
 
An even more challenging aspect for the analysis was that duket can work as a booster 
too, representing my c category – ‘to indicate something that is obvious, can be clearly 
seen, noticeable.’ This category was exclusively applied to the Albanian corpus. Duket 
puna (dora) e dikujt can mean It seems like the work (interference) of someone, but also 
The work (interference) of someone is obvious. It is hard to differentiate between these 
two meanings, especially in a written context. This was an example from FGJSSH and 
QEP which did not provide any surrounding context that could enable me to understand 
its meaning. However, having knowledge of the word categories before analyzing data 
is essential for ranking words as hedges or non-hedges, and the same is true for 
boosters. By blending two of these categories, namely ‘giving an impression or idea to 
others’ duket i ri (he seems young) and ‘having an idea or impression of something’ Më 
duket e udhës (it seems appropriate to me), I found the hedging meaning (seems) of 
duket. This meaning might perfectly fit into my b category from LDOCE and Treccani.  
While presenting seem, it is necessary to compare it with appear and discuss the 
contexts where they are used. While it was not always the case for my list of words, 
both COD and LDOCE included examples of academic/scientific language for seem. 
LDOCE explains that seem is less formal than appear, which is why appear is preferred 
in writing. However, my data shows that seem is also favored by the students. 
According to COD, appear is used to discuss facts and events, while seem is used for 
facts, personal impressions or feelings. It is exactly this higher flexibility of seem that 
moves from facts to personal attitudes and its more subjective nature that led me to 
analyze it, instead of focusing on appear. 
From a perspective on hedging, collocations such as (it) seem(s) that are author-
related shields as Prince et al (cf. 1980: 12) present them. More specifically, they are 
impersonal shields (if seems follows an impersonal it) rather than 
approximators/accuracy-oriented hedges as Rounds (1982: 16; cited in Hyland 1998a: 
173) claims.  
 
BELIEVE 
Within subjectivity and probability, BELIEVE has two semantic meanings with very 
distinct epistemic strengths. The main semantic (hedging) category for BELIEVE is a, 
which illustrates a synchronized presentation of ‘think that something is true’ from all 
included dictionaries except COD and WordNet. However, as the closest category from 
LDOCE mentions the words true and possible, I turned them into true/false and 
im/possible for the obvious reason that someone may also believe that something is 
impossible and false (not only true/possible). An outstanding feature I discovered 
regarding the lemma BELIEVE is that it gets a higher value if it appears in the collocation 
strongly+believe. For such collocations, I invented the b category of ‘having good 
reasons to think something’ (see Table 32). BELIEVE indicates a unique switch from a 
hedge (believe) into a booster (strongly believe). 
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There were also various categories and subcategories of BELIEVE, which would 
mostly occur as non-hedges, and therefore were excluded from my study. One category 
was c, ‘to be sure that something is true or that someone is telling the truth’ (LDOCE) 
as in I believed him. Another category exclusively for CAR was d, ‘giving someone 
something or a dutty because of the trust in this person’, I besoj një detyrë. I give him a 
duty (because of trust), while in CIAO it was e, ‘considering, judging’: non lo credevo 
capace di tanto; tutti lo avevano sempre creduto un uomo onesto (Hoepli). Lastly, there 
was f ‘it’s difficult/hard to believe (that)’ (LDOCE). One subcategory was g1, ‘having 
religious faith’, which is also related to the usage believe in (phrase) and its category g, 
‘having confidence in one’s skills/believe in the existence of someone’ (COD). There 
were many other non-hedging or spoken uses of the lexeme, which were excluded. 
In conclusion, (hedging) lexical verbs showed interesting semantic categories. They 
express a large variety of meanings across languages as the extensive discussion on 
SEEM showed. They even show semantic meanings with an opposite epistemic strength 
when looking at certain collocations (compare believe with strongly believe). Epistemic 
adverbs with a hedging function also show such differences in meaning. However, as 
indicated in the next subsection, their change in meaning occurs in other types of 
collocations. 
5.1.3.3. Semantic categories of selected (hedging) epistemic adverbs  
Another very important category of hedges are epistemic adverbs. To be able to 
properly distinguish between a hedging usage and a non-epistemic usage of the same 
lexeme, we surely need to count on the different semantic categories that this lexeme 
conveys. That is why it is relevant to analyze the various semantic meanings of 
epistemic adverbs (see table 33), which are typical hedging forms. Firstly, the mostly 
author-related hedges PROBABLY and POSSIBLY will be discussed. These are the most 
interesting hedging lexemes from the category of adverbs. Secondly, the focus will shift 
to the degree approximator KIND OF, which is not a central member of the category of 
adverbs. Thirdly, the more ‘numerical’ lexemes APPROXIMATELY, NEARLY and ALMOST 
will be presented through interesing comparisons. These three forms have very similar 
semantic categories as it will be shown in Table 33. 
 
PROBABLY  
Probably is frequently included in studies on hedges (cf. Hyland 1998a: 104ff; Trajkova 
2015: 155; Prince et al. 1980: 11) and it expresses a medium value of probability. (cf. 
Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 697) For PROBABLY, I explored the categories within the 
dictionaries and decided on the ones from LDOCE (indicated in Table 35). However, I 
divided the part where it said something likely to be true/ happen in two categories: a, 
‘something likely to be un-/true’ and b, ‘likely to (not) happen/have happened.’ 
Category a refers to a state (e.g. […] is probably fake), and b) covers actions (e.g. […] 
will probably succeed). My choice was motivated by the clear difference between an 
action and a state, which is worth elaborating on. As for the categories of BELIEVE, I 
added the negatives to cover the less frequent negative polarity instances. For b, I even 
added “have happened” to include past actions and specify the distinction between state 
230 
  
and action, especially in historical texts where the two could easily rise ambiguity (e.g. 
he probably fought in the war of 1914). The category related to actions also includes 
cases of historical events that would normally be ranked as likely to be true. An 
example would be: The mask was probably stolen in 2000. In this case, it is more an 
instance of probably+action since probably modifies the action was…stolen. Therefore, 
it was defined as ‘likely to have happened.’ Even though, PROBABLY could alternatively 
be ranked as a state, since it also adds probability to the time or year when something 
has happened. I also included the frequently occurring collocations most/very probably 
in a semantic subcategory, which I named ‘high probability’ (a/b1). This subcategory 
extends the meaning of PROBABLY by bringing it closer to the truthfulness or 
untruthfulness being emphasized. 
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sememe my (modalization, degree)  
categories from dictionaries 
examples 
PROBABLY a). likely to be un/true (cf. 
LDOCE) 
Pluto himself was probably a 
serpent; […] (CARE13MBL_21) 
 b). likely to (not) happen/have 
happened ((cf. LDOCE) 
[…] the audience, who will prob-
ably be surprised at the discovery 
that ‘‘Spaghetti’’ is the charac-
ter’s surname […] (CIA-
OE15FBL_58) 
 a/b1). high probability It is most probably true (that)… 
POSSIBLY a). something may be true or 
likely (LDOCE), not certain 
(cf. COD)  
Possibly, the old Italian inhabit-
ants feel to be somehow the own-
ers, or at least the landlords of 
the village. (CIAOE11FPS_19) 
 certainly  This is not possibly true. 
KIND OF a). in some way or to some 
degree (COD. American Eng.) 
England seen from the eyes of a 
foreigner who thought it to be a 
kind of paradise […] 
(CARE12MPL_33) 
NEARLY a). almost, but not quite or not 
completely (LDOCE) 
Malaria is the most important 
parasitosis […], involving nearly 
207 million cases […] every year, 
[…] (CIAOE14FPC_1) 
 b). a lot less or not at all  not nearly as… 
NEARLY/ 
ALMOST 
x). to indicate similarity or 
difference, working as a prefix 
appearing as unified or sepa-
rated from the rest (cf. Trec-
cani) 
caso quasi–static (an al-
most/nearly-static case 
(CIAO11FPMI_5)) quasigruppo 
(almost/nearlygroup), quasi 
moneta (almost/nearly coin) 
NEARLY/ 
ALMOST 
x). approximation of a total 
value/the highest degree  
almost/nearly 
all/every/everything, al-
most/nearly completely, […] 
pothuajse në çdo vend […]  
(CAR15FPE_23) almost in every 
country […], Almost every per-
son learns English. 
(CARE15MML_3) 
ALMOST a). not fully reached but very 
close to to quantity, quality or 
condition expressed by the 
following word/words; nearly 
(cf. FGJSSH, Hoepli, LDOCE, 
QEP, Treccani) 
[…] the demonstrable, elemen-
tary fact that Wilde is almost 
always right. (CIAOE15FBL_82) 
APPROXIMATELY a). close to (although not ex-
actly) a particular number or 
time etc. (COD: English, 
Business Eng.); almost (cf. 
Oxford) 
Approximately 30% of the stu-
dents spoke English […] 
(CAREUMBL_28) 
Table 35: The semantic (hedge) categories of the selected epistemic adverbs and KIND 
OF that function as shields and approximators. 
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POSSIBLY 
As presented in the table above, POSSIBLY may hedge a clause complex (category a) by 
indicating that ‘something may be true or likely (LDOCE), or not certain’ (Oxford, 
LDOCE, COD). It can also boost a clause complex, if it is preceded by the negative 
form NOT (category b). 
Excluded semantic categories of this hedge were: c, ‘(one) could/can possibly’: used 
to convey that he or she did/does everything they can to achieve something or help; d, 
‘can’t/couldn’t possibly’: used to convey that one cannot/ could not do something, or 
something cannot/could not happen (LDOCE); e, ‘if possible, within the possibilities’ 
(Hoepli, Olivetti, Treccani); f, ‘surprise, shock, not able to understand (how could you 
possibly...).’ 
The first equivalent in Italian for possibly, possibilmente, did not show any meaning 
related to modalization or hedging in any of the Italian dictionaries, and the only offered 
categories were more similar to ‘if possible’ and ‘if I (one) could’. This was justified by 
the non-epistemic use of possibilmente in CIAO in almost all instances. Equally, the 
Albanian mundësisht was also not epistemic, but it rather meant if possible, for what is 
possible. No instance of mundësisht in CAR was ranked as a hedge.  
 
KIND OF 
For KIND OF, there was only category a, ‘in some way or to some degree’, which was 
chosen from the American English part of COD. No other appropriate hedging category 
was shown in any of the ten learners’ dictionaries. The results of my general search for 
KIND OF across the dictionaries need to be mentioned. All English dictionaries 
emphasized the informal nature of KIND OF, despite its notable presence in the analyzed 
academic writings. During my search, I did not consider its other form kinda an option 
in COD as it is even more informal. As expected, the longer collocations un tipo di 
(Italian equivalent for kind of) and nje lloj (Albanian equivalent) did not produce any 
results in the Italian dictionaries, as they are not fixed phrases as kind of (frequently 
collocates kind-of), even though they are still used in this way. Only the Albanian 
equivalent njëfarë had an entry in FGJSSH. As mentioned at the beginning of this 
subsection, KIND OF is not a central element of the category of adverbs. Though, I 
included it as a special case within the the closest available category of epistemic 
adverbs. 
 
NEARLY and ALMOST 
NEARLY and ALMOST are synonymous (approximative) sets which are very close in 
meaning as it will be shown below. There will be a discussion on NEARLY, then ALMOST 
and finally, some of their equivalents and synonyms. For NEARLY, a is the main hedging 
category while b was not prominent in the corpora. As a non-hedging category, I 
excluded ‘closely’, as in ‘in the absence of anyone more nearly related, I was 
designated next of kin’ (Oxford). Another very interesting (hedging) category from 
Treccani and usage in CIAO I found for quasi (nearly/almost), was as a ‘unified 
(quasimetallico, quasi-static) or separated (quasi moneta) prefix’. This, together with 
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the x subcategory, shows that approximation of a total value or the highest degree may 
apply to both, ALMOST and NEARLY.  
ALMOST includes the category a, which implies ‘nearly/not completely’, as in the 
given example in Table 35 almost always (very close to total periodicity). It frequently 
approximates total values (all, every) or high degrees (completely). 
While it was difficult to divide the Albanian equivalents between almost and nearly, 
I selected gati as the closest equivalent to nearly. I judged gati as the closest equivalent 
to nearly due to its less formal nature than pothuajse (more used in daily life), its 
obvious difference from the other Albanian equivalents (thuaj, thuajse etc.) and my 
perception as a native speaker. For considering NEARLY less formal than ALMOST, 
especially in frequency of occurrence, I do not agree with the entry in COD, which 
contains the claim that they “can both be used” alternatively. Only the Albanian QEP 
made a separate category between gati: ‘almost similar to something in quality’, and 
gati: ‘almost something happened’, supporting my difference between act and state and 
more specifically, limitation=act and degree=quality. It contained another category to be 
excluded, which is ‘being ready (jam gati - I am ready).’ Gati, gati-gati, pothuaj and the 
like all had similar categories and meanings in Albanian, creating a rich variety of 
choices of this approximator for Albanian speakers.  
Treccani adds synonyms to quasi (almost), such as circa (circa), pressappoco 
(roughly), and poco meno che (slightly less), which I did not consider because in my 
view (and from Reverso.Net), they are primarily equivalents of the other mentioned 
hedges, which were not analyzed for this study. 
 
APPROXIMATELY 
APPROXIMATELY is similar to NEARLY and ALMOST since they all imply that something is 
either close or near something, but not exactly or completely. APPROXIMATELY has one 
main semantic category. I want to specify that in such cases (as for APPROXIMATELY), 
where there is only one category, there was either no other hedging category for that 
word or the ones provided by the dictionaries were not suitable for academic texts or 
they were not considered appropriate for this study. This was decided after a rigorous 
search across all chosen dictionaries. For the category a of APPROXIMATELY, I sometimes 
mention ‘close to (although not exactly), a particular number or time etc.’, where ‘etc.’ 
stands for a few cases that I found in my corpora in which it referred to a manner of 
doing things rather than referring to a number. An example would be Abbastanza 
approssimativamente si possono distinguere due tipi di analisi stilistica nel WWW 
ancora divisibili internamente: (CIAO14FML_67) (Quite approximately can be 
distinguished into two types of stylistical analyses in the WWW, which are still entirely 
divisible.). (my translation) 
APPROXIMATELY provided approximated numbers where an interval of numbers is 
applied to the mentioned number. In the example from Table 35, Approximately 30% of 
the students spoke English […] (CAREUMBL_28), the actual percentage could be 29, 
28, 28.75, 27 as well as 30.50, 30.70, 31, 32, 33 etc. 
To summarize, it was shown how PROBABLY is divided into showing something that 
is likely to happen (actions) and something that is likely to be (states). These two 
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overlapping categories are similar to the previous categories of SEEM. Another aspect 
was the informal nature of KIND OF and its meaning as ‘in some way or to some degree.’ 
APPROXIMATELY, NEARLY and ALMOST similarly imply that something is either close or 
near something, but not exactly or completely. These meanings help interpreting their 
tentative nature. Author-related lexemes such as PROBABLY or the previous SEEM and 
SUGGEST have generally more semantic categories than more proposition-related ones 
like APPROXIMATELY or ALMOST. After these discussions on semantic meanings within 
hedging, there will be a discussion on semantic meanings within boosting. 
5.1.3.4. Semantic categories of selected (boosting) epistemic verbs  
Boosters can be found on the opposite side of hedges. Similar to hedges, they can also 
be expressed through lexical verbs. These lexical verbs, as it will be shown in the 
following Table 36, present a rich variety of semantic categories. 
 
DEMONSTRATE 
For DEMONSTRATE, LDOCE and COD showed similar ideas unified in the main boosting 
category a (indicated in Table 36). The second interesting boosting category was b, 
mainly relating it to personal characteristics, as the unusual example students 
demonstrate knowledge illustrates. A subcategory of it was b1, which was often 
expressed with demonstrate oneself/itself and si+dimostra (Italian). B and b1 are not 
clear-cut boosters, and there is room for discussion whether to include them or not. 
However, I chose to rank them as such, thus providing a wide perspective on boosters. 
After all, in the examples of b and b1 from the table, The plan of Ceauşescu 
demonstrated (itself) to be and students demonstrate knowledge are strong assertions 
like the one of a, The graphs demonstrate. In this sense, a1 has a weaker epistemicity. 
Hoepli, LDOCE and COD presented a sense of DEMONSTRATE as ‘showing or explaining 
how something works or is done’, which was excluded from the analysis and was 
ranked as non-hedging. Even more detached from hedging is the meaning of 
‘participating in a public demonstration’, which was presented in Hoepli, Olivetti, the 
Albanian and English dictionaries. Finally, I excluded the categories from the Albanian 
dictionaries and Treccani, which inferred ‘showing yourself, showing off, showing your 
beauty’ and the like, as they do not belong to academic writing.  
 
235 
 
sememe my (modalization) categories 
from dictionaries 
examples 
DEMONSTRATE a). show/prove something 
clearly (cf. LDOCE, COD) 
The graphs demonstrate that the ﬁt 
of the GPD is far superior. (CIA-
OE10MPE_24) 
 a1). aim/want/try to demon-
strate 
This paper aims to demonstrate the 
impact of online, task-based activi-
ties in the process of language 
learning. (CARE12FBL_27) 
 b). to show that one has a par-
ticular skill, quality or feeling 
(cf. COD, LDOCE) 
[…] kurse në të gjitha rastet e tjera, 
kur nxënësit demonstrojnë njohuri, 
kanë qënë vetë mësuesit që i kanë 
informuar. (CAR13MPL_3) […] 
while in all the other cases, when 
students demonstrate knowledge, 
the teachers themselves have in-
formed them. 
 b1). show oneself/itself Il piano di Ceauşescu si dimostrò 
impeccabile: (CIAO12MML_71) 
The plan of Ceauşescu demonstrat-
ed (itself) to be impeccable (my 
translation) 
PROVE a). to make clear or show that 
something is true by providing 
facts, information etc. (COD, 
LDOCE, FGJSSH, Olivetti) 
Ky fakt dëshmon qëndrueshmërinë 
e sistemit bankar. 
(CAR13MPE_17) This fact proves 
the stability of the Bank system. 
 a1). logical and empirical uses can prove, prove very well, mathe-
matically/empirically prove, prove 
the hypothesis 
 b). prove oneself/itself; trying 
to prove/prove one’s point (cf. 
LDOCE)  
The Lexisnexis classification, how-
ever, proved inconsistent and not 
very useful for the purpose of my 
analysis: […] (CIAOE15FML_65) 
Table 36: The semantic (booster) categories of the selected lexical (epistemic) verbs. 
 
PROVE 
PROVE is a strong evidence-related booster, which has two main semantic categories (a, 
b) and one subcategory (a1). The first part of a, ‘to make clear’, includes providing 
formal evidence related to, for instance, proving somebody’s guilt, mistake or 
innocence. The remaining part, which ‘shows that something is true by providing facts, 
information’ and the like, has the clear boosting meaning of PROVE, gathered from COD, 
LDOCE, FGJSSH.  Category a1 includes logical and empirical uses of PROVE that vary 
from the low level try to prove to the higher level empirically prove. Category a 
includes all unmentioned subcategories, such as ‘to prove one’s abilities, prove 
something to somebody’ and ‘prove somebody’s guilt/mistake/innocence.’ Category b 
summarizes several separate entries in LDOCE, such as ‘prove yourself, prove a point’ 
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and ‘prove something’. It can also acquire the meaning of proving one’s abilities. It is 
arguably a boosting category, though I classified it as such because in most cases, its 
contextual meaning was usually strengthening the clause subject. This is also illustrated 
in the given example from Italian English: The Lexisnexis classification […] proved 
inconsistent (CIAOE15FML_65).  
Surprisingly, the two Albanian dictionary entries were identical in the provided 
categories and information within the entry prove, even though QEP is an old dictionary 
of Albanian from 1984, and FGJSSH is contemporary; the two are not obviously 
connected. This was however not the only entry that I found to be identical. Both QEP 
and FGJSSH showed that the boosting sense of the first equivalents of prove, provare 
(Italian) and të provosh (Albanian) is not primary for these words. Provare and të 
provosh majorly mean ‘to try (e.g. try to do something), taste/try a dish, test someone or 
something (e.g. knowledge)’, which the excluded instances and categories from my 
corpora reveal. Therefore, I included other more boosting equivalents of prove for 
Albanian, such as të faktosh, të dëshmosh and të vërtetosh. In a similar case, the closest 
equivalent provare had no boosting (semantic) category in Hoepli (of Italian), and it 
was only the 5th semantic category in Treccani. When I translated prove in Hoepli 
(English-Italian), the results showed provare, and the equivalents dimostrare, 
comprovare and rivelare. I chose to analyze provare together with the very similar use 
comprovare. I did not use rivelare, since it can be directly translated into reveal or 
discover (e.g. something new), rather than prove or show evidence (e.g. for something 
that is already present). This choice was taken from my personal perception and my 
conversations with two Italian language experts in Modena. I used dimostrare as a 
translation of demonstrate. In QEP, all forms of the lemma vereto had no entries. In 
addition, the entry prove* in AntConc showed additional instances of provocation, 
provoking etc., which were excluded from the analysis.  
There was an interesting discussion on the various meanings of prove and especially 
demonstrate. Special categories such as ‘aim/want/try to demonstrate’ from demonstrate 
were also shown. As in the case of hedging lexical verbs, it was seen that boosting 
lexical verbs have several meanings. In the following paragraphs, it will be seen that 
boosting adverbs such as definitely and obviously also have interesting semantic 
meanings. 
5.1.3.5. Semantic categories of selected (emphasizing) epistemic adverbs 
The different semantic meanings belonging to boosting lexical adverbs will be 
compared in this subsection. As previously mentioned, they derive from eight different 
dictionaries and my additions, which are based on the usages in my corpora. The 
discussion of the semantic categories of boosting adverbs will move from more 
pragmatic author-related boosters such as CERTAINLY and DEFINITELY to the semantic-
pragmatic booster SIGNIFICANTLY and finally, to the predominately semantic boosters 
ENTIRELY, TOTALLY and COMPLETELY. All examples in Albanian and Italian L1 from the 
tables are my own translations. 
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UNDOUBTEDLY and WITHOUT DOUBT 
As shown in Table 37, UNDOUBTEDLY revealed only the semantic category ‘without 
doubt/certainly’ (Oxford). Similarly, without doubt exclusively referred to 
‘indisputably/with certainty’ (Oxford/Italian dictionaries). I do not consider LDOCE’s 
alternative category ‘used to emphasize an opinion’ as specific enough because a 
considerable number of boosters can emphasize an opinion (in Quirk et al.’s (1985) 
division). 
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sememe my (modalization, 
degree) categories from 
dictionaries 
examples 
UNDOUBTEDLY a). without 
doubt/certainly (Oxford)   
Undoubtedly, this might raise the repu-
tation of the Italian Government in the 
country. (CARE09MPS_34) 
WITHOUT 
DOUBT 
a). indisputably/with cer-
tainty (cf. Oxford, 
Hoepli, Treccani) 
La funzione kernel senza dubbio più 
utilizzata per svariati problemi è il ker-
nel gaussiano. (CIAO09MPMI_32) 
Without doubt, the most used kernel 
function for various problems is the 
Gaussian kernel.  
DEFINITELY a). without doubt (Ox-
ford) and absolutely (cf. 
Hoepli, FGJSSH, QEP) 
This reinforces my claim that L1 should 
definitely play a role in foreign lan-
guage classes. (CARE15MML_2) 
 b). completely (cf. 
Hoepli), without excep-
tions (QEP, FGJSSH) 
[...] in order also to differentiate defi-
nitely one’s class from that class of no-
bility […] (CIAOE12FPS_13) 
 c). partly/indefinite (cf. 
Thesaurus) 
Perché questi momenti non sono stan-
dardizzabili in assoluto? 
CIAO12FPM_20) Why are these mo-
ments indefinitely/partly standardiza-
ble?  
CERTAINLY a). expressing certainty PR tells us that q will certainly start 
with the string SELECT * FROMad-
dress; (CIAOE12FPMI_18) 
 b). possibly This is not certainly true. 
OF COURSE a). obvious statement  Of course since χ0 is deﬁned as summa-
tion over the transition one is allowed at 
any time to separate the inter- from […] 
(CIAOE08MPP_12) 
 a1). admission, qualifica-
tion (Oxford) 
The second threat to internal validity 
was of course the location in the first 
sample chosen. (CARE13MMTL_11) 
OBVIOUSLY a). (a fact) easy to per-
ceive (all dictionaries) 
Obviously, t0 = 0. (CARE11MPC_37) 
 b). indefinitely, question-
ably, vaguely (Thesau-
rus) 
Non tutti soddisfano ovviamente la no-
stra ricerca. (CIAO12FML_75) Not all 
obviously satisfy (some questionably 
satisfy) our research. 
CLEARLY a). used to show that you 
think something is obvi-
ous or certain (COD) 
(with evidence (Hoepli)) 
This example clearly shows how static 
analysis can be effective in significantly 
reducing testing time on games soft-
ware. (CIAOE12FPMI_18) 
 b). vaguely (cf. Thesau-
rus) 
[…] other practices […] whose nature 
has not been clearly defined. (CIA-
OE12FPS_13) 
Table 37: The semantic (booster) categories of the selected epistemic adverbs that main-
ly function as author-related emphasizers. 
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DEFINITELY 
DEFINITELY has three main semantic categories, where a and b belong to boosting (in 
different ways) and c interestingly belongs to hedging. For category a, DEFINITELY refers 
to ‘without doubt and absolutely.’ The first part, without doubt, was taken from the 
English dictionaries. Meanwhile, ‘absolutely’ is equal to ‘in an absolute manner’, found 
in the Italian and Albanian counterparts. Category a is more author-related and 
pragmatic. The category for DEFINITELY, which was more semantic in nature and 
modifies the proposition, was b, ‘completely’ (Hoepli), ‘without exceptions’ (QEP, 
FGJSSH). By observing the example from the table above, we see how to differentiate 
definitely one’s class from that class […] (CIAOE12FPS_13) refers to differentiating 
completely, in a definite manner (Italian: in modo definito) as Modafferi suggested in 
our scientific discussion (personal communication, September 20, 2018). ‘Without 
exceptions’ seems to allow no space for outsiders. The counterpart of both a and b, 
based on Thesaurus.com, is c (indicated in Table 37). Finally, Treccani presented d, 
‘solely, simply.’ This meaning is used to place one of the components in the 
background, especially in lexicographical contexts (vocabularies), for instance “lente 
d’ingrandimento o assolutaménte lente”: zooming lenses or simply, lenses. (my 
translation) This was not present in my corpora, and maybe it does not occur in 
academic writing. 
There was a frequent use of two semantic categories of DEFINITELY, namely 
‘completely’ and ‘without doubt/absolutely’ for its Albanian and Italian equivalents. 
However, the phrase absolutisht te thate (completely dry) was overused in one thesis 
from CAR, which influenced the total results of CAR. At the same time, assolutamente 
showed a contrast of meanings, often very ambiguous with ‘completely’ mainly 
appearing in the combination assolutamente+adjective e.g. assolutamente diverso 
(completely different) etc. ‘Without doubt/absolutely’ was more connected to actions, 
judgements, the modal auxiliary must (as in 5.82), the phrase in assoluto etc. The 
category ‘completely’ was always proposition-related, or closer to a measurement and 
‘without doubt/absolutely’ was more author-related or closer to the author's direct 
judgement. Additionally, in modo assoluto and in maniera assoluta were also ranked as 
boosters as in the example below. 
 
5.82 [...] i giornali devono essere assolutamente votati [...] (CIAO09MML_74)  
 
[...] the journals must be definitely voted [...] (my translation) 
 
CERTAINLY 
My boosting category of CERTAINLY is a, ‘expressing certainty’, which was found in all 
reviewed dictionaries. On the opposite side stands b, ‘possibly (not certainly)’, which 
derives from my Systemic Functional framework as the other introduced semantic 
categories that shift from hedging to boosting and vice-versa. Surprisingly, none of the 
explored English dictionaries mention this semantic category, nor do they show any 
contextualized example of not certainly. They only showed examples and categories for 
not certainly, which is ‘used to disagree completely.’ Within the frame of academic 
writing, I interpret it as disagreeing on an idea or expected outcome. Categories of 
spoken language for CERTAINLY were excluded, as they do not apply to my written 
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corpora. LDOCE suggested the category based on spoken language: “used to agree or 
give your permission”, as in Can I come along? ‘Certainly’. Isolated uses of certainly 
were also found in my written language data, so it was included. It was however within 
a category because there were only a few instances which were not considered enough 
for a separate category. The part of ‘permission’ was excluded because it belongs to 
modulation and not modalization. Similarly, Oxford presented “used to express 
agreement” and Hoepli presented a reinforcing meaning, namely certamente si 
(certainly yes). QEP and FGJSSH similarly showed one single category for the 
Albanian equivalent natyrisht, which means ‘without doubt’, as in ‘it is naturally 
accepted, surely.’ This supports my choice of this equivalent.  
There were interesting occurrences of CERTAINLY in my corpora and in general. It is 
not clear whether certamente (certainly) in quasi certamente (almost certainly (Hoepli)) 
boosts the clause complex or only represents a hedged absolute value. I counted such 
collocations as hedges because I believe that their clustering does not abolish the fact 
that certainly is a hedge, and that almost preceding certainly is not as strong as not, 
which changes certainly into possibly. Its stronger counterpart would be the use most 
certainly (cf. LDOCE). Another ‘special’ use of natyrisht (certainly) in Albanian is 
natyrisht që (dir. tra. - certainly that; equivalent - it is certain that). I consider it equal to 
it is certainly true/possible that, which means that both have an objective explicit 
orientation. Additionally, Trecciani introduced the semantically stronger version 
certissimamente (very certainly) but the search in Hoepli and across my corpora 
produced no results for it. I am not familiar with this rare form either. The Italian 
specialist of English translation Bianchi confirmed that it belongs to spoken language.  
 
OF COURSE 
This paragraph will focus on the features of the asseverative device of obviousness OF 
COURSE (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 191). OF COURSE is consistently used “to 
express certainty and to assert a proposition with confidence” (Holmes 1990: 190) as a 
booster or intensifier. However, according to Holmes, it also has an impersonal meaning 
where it indicates doubtless ‘widely shared knowledge’ (negative politeness: social 
distancing) and mainly occurs as medial or afterthought. It can also express a 
confidential meaning where it is mainly fronted and refers to commonly shared beliefs, 
knowledge and attitudes of both interlocutors (positive politeness: solidarity). (cf. 
Brown and Levinson 1978; cited in Holmes 1990: 190-191) While these statements are 
useful (especially in spoken discourse analysis) to show how the same lexeme cannot 
exclusively function as a booster, impersonal and confidential meanings were not found 
in academic writings. In my view, the impersonal meaning that indicates common 
knowledge is a subcategory of boosting, which jointly, with categorical assertions, often 
derives from common knowledge. For these reasons, I did not include impersonal and 
confidential meanings when analysing OF COURSE. Additionally, lexemes such as of 
course and indeed developed from being simply experiential to being interpersonal or 
even textual (C. M. I. M. Matthiessen, personal communication, December 14, 2018). 
The semantic categories of OF COURSE will be compared and my ideas will be 
presented through two interesting examples. I created my own category a for OF COURSE, 
since none of the dictionary categories were considered satisfactory. As presented in the 
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Oxford English dictionary, OF COURSE can also imply admission and qualification (see 
table, a1), if the author is additionally admitting the truthfulness or falseness of a certain 
occurrence. In this sense, OF COURSE is often followed by BUT. The dictionary presented 
only one non-academic clause complex, “[O]f course we've been in touch by phone, but I 
wanted to see things for myself” (Oxford s.v. of course). My academic version (example 
5.83) from Table 37 shows writer’s admission of the possible limitation (the location) 
of his research. The student is implying that it is clear and expected that the location in 
the first sample represent a threat to the internal validity of his research.  
5.83 The second threat to internal validity was of course the location in the first sample cho-
sen. (CARE13MMTL_11) 
OBVIOUSLY 
Similar to OF COURSE and CLEARLY, OBVIOUSLY is an asseverative device expressing 
obviousness (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 191), which has two opposite semantic 
categories, a boosting one and a hedging one. For obviously, different dictionaries 
included ‘easy to see or understand’, which I summarized as ‘easy to perceive’ (a), 
similarly to the entry in the Oxford dictionary. This represents the boosting category. Its 
hedging (counterpart) category is b where the use of not obviously implies either 
indefinitely, questionably or vaguely. This category was very rare. The first clause 
complex of example 5.84 below (see also Table 35) represents boosters used in 
statistical descriptions, where numbers often have the function of words. Metaphorically 
speaking, t0 would stand for the subject and = for the verb (equals). The second clause 
complex of example 5.84 shows a similar usage of obviously in a fronted position. This 
appears to be an idiosyncratic choice of the author, who used obviously 7/10 times in a 
fronted position. However, the second clause complex is clearly more structured. The 
author is emphasizing the obvious necessity or effectiveness of performing model fitting 
at a certain advanced phase of his experiment. For LDOCE, OBVIOUSLY equals CLEARLY. 
I agree that, to some extent, they are similar. They are, for instance, both asseverative 
devices expressing obviousness as I mentioned at the beginning of this paragraph. 
5.84 Obviously, t0 = 0. […] Obviously, at this stage, model fitting is performed setting all 
pharmacokinetic constants equal to zero as no ADME processes take place in vitro test. 
(CARE11MPC_37) 
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CLEARLY 
As in the cases of OBVIOUSLY, DEFINITELY and CERTAINLY, CLEARLY has hedging and 
boosting semantic categories. For CLEARLY, a ((a fact) easy to perceive) is the only 
boosting category, which contrasts category b (indefinitely, questionably or vaguely). 
While a relates to certainty and evidence, b includes transferred negative forms such as 
not clearly (=vaguely) identified (see its example from Table 37). In a, (with evidence) 
is in parenthesis because it does not apply to all cases and it is an addition to or blending 
with the category from COD, taken from Hoepli of Italian. Treccani included no 
boosting meaning for chiaramente (clearly) and in FGJSSH and QEP, only one 
semantic category of qarte (not qartesisht, the direct translation for clearly as adverbial 
form) was related to boosting – namely ‘openly, without leaving space for doubts.’ A 
major excluded category, which was frequently present in my data, is c, ‘in a way that is 
easy to see, hear, read, or understand.’ (cf. LDOCE, FGJSSH) This relates to the 
transparency of something and the perceptions of the person coming in contact with it. 
Another excluded category, which was not even expected to be often found in academic 
writing, was d ‘[w]hen you think clearly, you are not confused.’ (COD: British English). 
Apart from my search in the English dictionaries, the more difficult elaboration of 
the categories from the Albanian dictionaries needs to be mentioned. I explored the 
dictionary entry for the closest Albanian equivalent for clearly, qartësisht, in the 
Albanian dictionaries. Unfortunately, only limited information was provided: 
Qartësisht: qartë (clear), me qartësi (with clearness/clarity). Me qartesi cannot be 
included in my study, as it does not express a booster, but rather means clarity or with 
clarity. Both QEP and FGJSSH briefly explained qartësisht as ‘with clearness and 
clear’ and gave no other accompanying information. Therefore, to find its meaning, I 
had to investigate the entry for qartë in depth. One qartë (adverb) could be found in 
both Albanian dictionaries, which works as an adverb in Albanian, not as its main 
adjectival form meaning clear (e.g. a clear structure). To avoid dealing with an 
extremely high number of adjectives for qartë, I only included qartë that was directly 
followed by a comma. This co-occurrence (instance+comma) was almost always an 
adverbial booster. For qartë, FGJSSH showed the form and category në mënyrë të qartë 
(in a clear manner), which belongs to my search in Albanian and Italian too. It also 
showed në mënyrë të kuptueshme (in an understandable manner), which is surely not a 
part of boosting, but rather relates to perception. 
Beyond the close cognate of clearly, chiaramente, from Italian, in modo chiaro and 
in maniera chiara showed no results in the Italian dictionaries and only one example 
within the description of Treccani’s entry internet was found. It was […] [loro] non 
sono stati ancora definiti in maniera chiara e completa. (Treccani) […] [they] have not 
yet been defined in a clear and complete manner. (my translation) This example does 
not qualify as boosting. It rather appears to refer to an objective observation related to 
the vagueness and incompleteness of something. 
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5.1.3.6. Semantic categories of selected (intensifying) epistemic adverbs 
This subsection focuses on the in-between lexeme, SIGNIFICANTLY, that contains both 
authorial and propositional aspects. This lexeme and other more typical propositional 
intensifiers (e.g. ENTIRELY) are shown in Table 38. 
 
SIGNIFICANTLY 
Most of the chosen dictionaries only described the core meaning of SIGNIFICANTLY with 
the words ‘important way/degree’ (cf. LDOCE), or “easy to see and by a large amount” 
(COD). This is shown in Table 38. Though, it can be seen that they mention rather 
qualitative and quantitative meanings of this booster, they never actually distinguished 
between them. In this sense, WordNet offered the most clear-cut division of the main 
meanings of the word, namely a, in a statistically significant way "the two groups 
differed significantly", and b, in a significant manner "our budget will be significantly 
affected by these new cuts". Category a is more semantic and quantitative, while b is 
more pragmatic and qualitative. Category b is similar to Lemke’s semantic category for 
significantly, namely ‘importance or significance.’ (cf. Lemke 1998: 37) LDOCE, COD 
and Oxford offer an additional category of a particular or ‘special meaning’, as the 
example from COD shows: He said that he would be bringing a friend with him but, 
significantly, didn't say who it was. This category was especially prominent in my 
Italian corpus, though none of the Italian dictionaries included this meaning for the 
chosen equivalent sensibilmente. In the Italian dictionary, Hoepli, sensibilmente 
primarily relates to ‘sense, through senses’ and secondarily, it means ‘something 
notable’, similar to notevolmente (notably). Similarly, the other Italian dictionary, 
Treccani first presents ‘through senses’, then ‘in a quite evident manner, notably’. 
During a discussion with a native speaker of Italian studying academic writing, the same 
idea of this ranking emerged. My exclusion of the non-hedging categories referring to 
‘through senses’ and the inclusion of the frequent and obvious boosting category 
‘evident manner, notably’ should avoid this possible limitation of the chosen equivalent.  
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sememe my (degree, modalization) 
categories from various dic-
tionaries 
examples 
SIGNIFICANTLY 
 
a). in a significant manner 
(WordNet) 
Toni Morisoni duket së është ndikuar 
ndjeshëm nga vepra e kritikes franceze, 
[…] (CAR14MPL_2) Tony Morrison 
seems to have been significantly influ-
enced by the work of French critics, […] 
 b). in a statistically significant 
way (WordNet) 
Remittances may significantly increase 
income inequality in sending societies, 
[…] (CARE09MPS_34) 
 c). special meaning (mean-
ingfully) (cf. COD, LDOCE) 
Significantly, the banking system is able 
to do so without necessarily endangering 
final payments […] (CIAOE13MPS_41) 
COMPLETELY a). to the greatest degree pos-
sible (LDOCE) 
The lidar is completely controlled by 
remote: […] (CIAOE15MPP_40) 
 b). partly (Thesaurus) Even though not completely. 
(CARE13MBL_23) 
ENTIRELY a). completely (cf. COD, 
Hoepli, Oxford) and in every 
possible way (LDOCE) 
As a result, the induced deation is entire-
ly translated into increased real interest 
rates, […] (CIAOE10MPMI_6) 
 b). partly (Thesaurus) […] a result that […] is not entirely spe-
cific (cid: 133) to the liquidity trap envi-
ronment. (CARE14MPP_38) 
TOTALLY a). completely (cf. COD, 
LDOCE, Hoepli, Oxford) 
It was a totally interactive method where 
each member had a role […] 
(CARE15MML_2) 
 b). partly (Thesaurus) […] the linguistic clues identified by 
Picton are not totally appropriate, […] 
(CIAOE11FPL_16) 
Table 38: The semantic (booster) categories of the selected epistemic adverbs that main-
ly function as proposition-related intensifiers. 
 
The categories presented in the previous discussion about the semantic categories of 
SIGNIFICANTLY will be illustrated with some context-based examples. A typical example 
of ‘special meaning (meaningfully)’ from CIAO is clause complex 5.85 where the 
fronted significantly is related to an assumption (could be), meaning (the meaning) and 
bad happenings (violence, instinctive murder) within a Literature context.  
 
5.85 Significantly, the meaning of this short scene could be that only one entity is in com-
mand, not himself, but a mixture of violence and instinctive murder beyond any control. 
(CIAOE13MML_78) 
 
It was not clear in many cases whether SIGNIFICANTLY meant ‘in a significant manner’ or 
‘statistically significant.’ This will be partly shown through example 5.87 in comparison 
to the clearer one 5.86. Significantly in clause complex 5.86 means ‘in a significant 
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manner’ because it shows notable influence, which is qualitative by nature. No quantity 
has been mentioned in its surrounding context. Moreover, it is author-related for two 
reasons. Firstly, the student of Chemistry seems to adopt a subjective style of analysing 
the value of fish oil. This can be seen in the usage of some or the way he draws logical 
conclusions on the gastronomic attitudes of populations around the world that live near 
the sea. This logical and subjective attitude of the student brings significantly closer to 
his thinking than to the objective and propositional level of the clause complex. 
Secondly, significantly is used in a qualitative assessment of influence. Similarly, 
significantly in 5.87 conveys ‘in a significant manner’ because it modifies a clause-
reaction process where the cause has a notable effect. However, it could also be ranked 
as ‘statistically significant’ since it refers to an ingredient slowing down the production 
of another ingredient. One could also argue that slowing down the production refers to 
reducing its quantity of production and therefore, it should be ranked as statistically 
significant. However, since that is not mentioned as explicitly as the quality of the 
‘slowing down’ to be notable in a significant manner, I ranked it under the previously 
mentioned category, which was not an easy decision. However, in contrast to the 
previous author-related example (5.86), this example (5.87) of significantly was ranked 
as a proposition-related intensifier. This is at variance with the mainstream of its 
occurrences that meant ‘in a significant manner’ and were subsequently ranked as 
author-related emphasizers. Apart from its partially statistical aspect, significantly is 
also functioning in a concrete context where a clear result is found from a scientific 
experiment. Rather than being being author-related, this occurrence is proposition-
related. 
 
5.86 Peshku ose vaji i peshkut gjithmonë ka disa përparësi në aspekt shëndetësor dhe ka 
qenë përbërës i rëndësishëm i ushqimit të njeriut, sidomos në zonat bregdetare ku aktiviteti i 
peshkimit dhe lehtësia e sigurimit të produktit të freskët kanë influencuar ndjeshëm në za-
konet gastronomike të popullatave që jetojnë pranë detit. (CAR14MPC_12) 
 
Fish or fish oil has some medical advantages and it has been an important ingredient of hu-
mans’ food, especially in the areas near the beach where fishing and the easiness of catching 
fresh fish have significantly influenced in the gastronomic attitudes of the populations next 
to the sea. (my translation) 
 
type sem. categ. relation orient-manifest pers. pron. position 
B in a significant manner authorial object.-implicit 3rd P SG n neutral 
 
5. 87 Në përfundim u pa se llaku i fluorit (NaF) frenonte ndjeshëm prodhimin e acidit laktik 
(183). (CAR12MPM_34)  
 
In the end, it was observed that the fluor spray (NaF) was significantly slowing down the 
production of lactic acid (183). (my translation) 
 
type sem. categ. relation orient-manifest pers. pron. position 
B in a significant manner propositional object.-implicit 3rd P PL n neutral 
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There were also ambiguous cases where it was not clear whether SIGNIFICANTLY 
expressed ‘a special meaning (meaningfulness)’ or ‘in a significant manner’, as in 
clause complexes 5.88, 5.89 and 5.90. Significantly in clause complexes 5.88 and 5.89 
may be ranked as ‘special meaning’ due to its surrounding context and special co-
occurrence with argued and citation. However, I counted both of these occurrences as 
expressing ‘a significant manner’ because they both offer a sense of relevance and 
notable event. The collocation of significantly with convincingly (5.88) and different 
(5.89) influenced my decision. In a similar fashion, something may emerge (clause 
complex 5.90) in a significant and obvious manner that others can see. However, in this 
case, I ranked significantly under the category ‘special meaning (meaningful)’ since it 
involved strong occurrences (the clash) and it was situated within an interpretation of 
Literature or musical aspects. The final example 5.91 was a less ambiguous case of 
‘special meaning’ that was related to the root meaning of sensibilmente (through the 
senses). 
 
5.88 That corruption is not inevitable or is not a uresolvable problem in the modern demo-
cratic societies, is argued significantly and convincingly with the reality of the lowest or the 
minimal corruption, generally in the developed democratic and economic societies, and […] 
(CARE10MPS_40) 
 
5.89 In questo caso la citazione di Agostino è sensibilmente diversa da quella di Cipriano, 
indipendentemente dall’edizione considerata. (CIAO14MBL_55)  
 
In this case, the citation of Agostino is perceivably/significantly different from the one of 
Cipriano, independently from the considered edition. (my translation)  
 
5.90 In Raffaele emerges significantly the clash between institution (established order) - 
earthly city - represented by Guns’n’Roses and MTV and a new way of imagining the world, 
a more just world - city of God. (CIAOE14MPE_46) 
 
5.91 In musica, la facilità di determinare sensibilmente la tonicità dell’ultima unità potrebbe 
risiedere nella presenza, anche […]. (CIAO12MML_84)  
 
In music, the easiness of determining through the senses the tone of the last unit may reside 
in the presence, also […]. (my translation) 
 
The various meanings expressed by SIGNIFICANTLY, their frequent overlap and relation to 
its author- and proposition-related categories made this lexeme one of the most interest-
ing ones from a qualitative point of view. 
 
COMPLETELY, ENTIRELY and TOTALLY 
The discussion of the semantic categories of boosters moved from the more pragmatic 
author-related boosters, such as CERTAINLY and DEFINITELY, as well as the semantic-
pragmatic booster SIGNIFICANTLY, to the predominately semantic ones, namely ENTIRELY, 
TOTALLY and COMPLETELY. These typical boosting forms often include hedging 
counterparts in their transferred negative form. The same counts for ENTIRELY, TOTALLY 
and COMPLETELY, which similarly have hedging categories (always b) inferring 
‘partiality’ (not entirely/completely = partially). COMPLETELY introduced category a, ‘the 
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greatest degree possible’, while ENTIRELY and TOTALLY implied a, ‘completely.’ The 
next paragraph will provide more details on these aspects. 
Three major meanings of COMPLETELY were found in my data: ‘to strengthen a 
claim’; ‘to show totality and complete merging into a category’ and; ‘partly’ (not 
completely etc.). The first two meanings belong to the category that is indicated in Table 
36 as a, ‘to the greatest degree possible.’ (cf. LDOCE) It would have gone beyond the 
scope of my thesis to separate between these two meanings, which were covered by 
category a. Both meanings are related to boosters due to my dual focus on pragmatic 
boosters, represented by category a, and approximators, represented by category b. That 
is why there are only two categories for COMPLETELY in Table 38. The third meaning 
was ranked under non-lexical hedges and was the most frequently encountered non-
lexical hedge in my corpora.  
In relation to category b, it seems that the authors of my data, especially Italians in 
English, prefer to negate COMPLETELY and therefore, change a total degree into a partial 
one. The same occurred for TOTALLY and ENTIRELY, as example 5.92 reveals. By such an 
action, students indicate that they thought about the highest degree related to an event, 
animate or inanimate entity, compared it to its actual state and finally decided to convey 
a partial degree. This demonstrates a good skill of applying partial commitment on a 
semantic and propositional level of approximators. In my view, saying not completely or 
not entirely (true) is more elaborated and sophisticated than simply saying partly (true). 
 
5.92 This suggests then that it is not entirely true that the subject is always located to the left 
of the verb in English. (CIAOE14FML_77) 
 
In a decreasing order of boosting intensity, Tables 37 and 38 showed numerous 
semantic meanings that are useful in defining the listed boosters. The meanings offer 
additional information which remains underexplored within modality and intensity. As 
in the case of the approximators ALMOST, NEARLY and APPROXIMATELY, the intensifiers 
ENTIRELY, TOTALLY and COMPLETELY showed a similar semantic meaning expressed 
though different categories. The categories to a certain degree implied ‘completeness’ or 
‘the greatest degree possible.’ It is interesting that for each intensifier, there was a 
negated hedging form implying ‘partly.’ From my analysis, I noticed that SIGNIFICANTLY 
was one of the most flexible modalization devices that frequently changed between its 
meanings of ‘significant manner’ and ‘statistically significant.’ This was found in all the 
L1 and l2 corpora. A specific feature of the Italian L1 corpus is the category of ‘special 
meaning, meaningful.’ This rather more emotion-related category, which is often found 
in literature texts, may be related to the high number of meanings for the chosen 
equivalents and the expressive way of using language by Italians. It is interesting that 
this was not replicated in the Italian English or any other corpus. Perhaps Italians 
adapted more to the correct L2 English usage rather than priming transferring forms 
from their L1. Finally, one of the most surprising findings from a qualitative perspective 
was the usage of DEFINITELY to imply b) ‘completely’ (cf. Hoepli), without exceptions’ 
and ‘partly/indefinitely (for negated forms).’ This discussion completes the part on 
semantic categories. The focus will subsequently be on the results of the qualitative 
analysis of the well-known concepts of SFG related to hedges and boosters. It 
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establishes an important connection between their theories and provides new evidence 
for them. 
5.1.4. Qualitative results of concepts of SFG related to hedges and 
boosters 
5.1.4.1. Direct, transferred and enclosing negatives and the particular 
case of Italian and Albanian 
When a boosting device included transferred negativity as in not entirely, I normally 
placed it as a non-lexical hedge, which is an equivalent of partly. The same system was 
applied for hedges (see subsection 3.9.5.2). As mentioned in subsection 3.9.5.2, this is 
based on Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) systems of modality and polarity. Such 
non-lexical occurrences were counted as hedges, but they were not analyzed for further 
details such as their positioning etc. They do not represent a major aspect of my study 
and I am mainly interested in lexical levices. However, I am mainly referring to my 
English corpora since the concept of transferred modality seemed to work quite 
differently in Albanian and Italian. The non-applicability or the partial applicability in 
Albanian and Italian of the phenomenon of transferred negative polarity (e.g. not 
possibly=certainly) presented by Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 693-696) is one of 
the major findings of this study. The following paragraphs will focus on this aspect. 
They include interesting examples from Albanian and Italian. Firstly, there will be a 
comparison of two examples of chiaramente (clearly) from the Italian corpus and a 
discussion of its relation to transferred negative polarity. Secondly, examples of the 
Albanian (absolutisht) and Italian (assolutamente) equivalents of definitely will be 
compared. The results are very interesting and constitute a major finding for the two 
languages.   
What should be emphasized is that transferred negative polarity (the modality falls 
within the scope of the negative element) did not occur in most of the analyzed 
instances from Italian and Albanian. However, there were several occasions where this 
phenomenon functioned just as in English, partially proving the theory of Halliday and 
Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 693-696). To show this, it is necessary to discuss the example of 
clearly, which can have the lexeme vaguely (cf. Thesaurus) as one of its various 
antonyms. Transferred negative polarity applies to the first example 5.93, where both 
the Italian version and English translation, present the negative non before chiaramente. 
In this case, non chiaramente means not clearly or vaguely. In contrast, the phenomenon 
does not apply in the second example 5.94, which equally introduces the negative non 
before chiaramente. I placed the negative not after clearly in my translation since that is 
the actual meaning that the Italian version conveys. In this case, non chiaramente is a 
direct negative, which means clearly not rather than not clearly=vaguely. As it will be 
shown in the following paragraph, there is a difference in scope between such 
occurrences. In 5.93, the scope of the negative element falls on chiaramente whereas in 
5.94, it is the scope of chiaramente that falls on the negative element. 
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5.93 Prima della loro nascita esistevano alcune iniziative ma non chiaramente definibili 
WISE (CIAO08FPE_4).  
 
Before their creation there existed some initiatives but not clearly [vaguely] definable as 
WISE. (my translation)  
 
5.94 La questione, che non riguarda certamente solo la metodologia ma che interessa tra-
sversalmente ogni disciplina umana perché […] (CIAO10MPS_54).  
 
The matter that certainly does not have to do only with the methodology but transversely in-
terests every human discipline because […]. (my translation) 
B, expressing certainty, though: transferred negative  
 
As discussed with Matthiessen, the positioning of the negative element (non) before 
assolutamente or any other hedge or booster would usually mean that the scope of the 
negative element would fall on this hedge or booster (personal communication, 
December 14, 2018). This is referred to as transferred negative polarity. However, this 
is not the case in 5.95, where the scope of assolutamente falls on the negative element 
despite the positioning of this element before assolutamente. Definitely/absolutely in 
5.95, is a clear example of a boosting instance where the placement of non (not) before 
assolutamente (definitely/absolutely) does not bring a switch of values. This means that 
this booster does not turn into a non-lexical hedge. This can be seen in the addition of 
the contrastive come si potrebbe pensare (as some may believe) and the word banale 
(banal), with banale being the only propositional element that is actually negated. It is 
also shown by the difference between English and Italian between the given Italian 
word order (negative-verb-adverb: non è assolutamente) and English alternatives of 
transferred negatives (verb-adverb-negative: is not definitely) and direct negatives 
(verb-adverb-negative: is definitely not). None of the English alternatives has the same 
word order as in Italian and the direct English translation of non è assolutamente would 
be not is absolutely. Since my focus was on definitely, I found its closest equivalent, 
assolutamente. The results on definitely were considered as more relevant for the 
purpose of my study.  
 
5.95 L’aggiunta dei nanotubi [...] non è assolutamente una procedura banale come si po-
trebbe pensare. (CIAO11FPMI_5) 
 
The addition of the nanotubes […] is definitely not a banal procedure as some may believe. 
(my translation) 
 
One special feature of Albanian is the presence of two negative elements on both sides 
of the booster or hedge, as in 5.96. This is a general phenomenon in Albanian that 
extends beyond hedging and boosting. I called this phenomenon ‘enclosing negative’ 
since the negative elements enclose a certain variable or phrase from both sides. It 
seems as if a transferred and direct negated form are found within the same location. 
Such instances of enclosing negative transfer into a single direct negated form which 
does not bring a switch of values, just like in Italian. Therefore, definitely remains a 
booster and the negative polarity falls on the following proposition (superior 
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methodology…). The clause or clause complex remains negated despite the presence of 
two negatives. It needs to be pointed out that the phenomenon of enclosing negative in 
Albanian was not investigated in more detail as it is not the purpose of this study. 
 
5.96 Nuk ka absolutisht asnjë metodologji superiore për të analizuar tregtinë ndërk-
ombëtare kjo sepse bota e tregtisë ndërkombëtare është pafundësisht komplekse, […] 
(CAR15FPE_22) 
 
Means: There is definitely no superior methodology to analyze international trading because 
the world of trading is endlessly complex. (my translation) 
 
Direct translation: There is not definitely no superior methodology to analyze international 
trading because the world of trading is endlessly complex. (my translation) 
 
The discussion on negative polarity partly focused on aspects of syntactic positioning 
such as the placement of non before and after the modal operator. There were two major 
points mentioned in this subsection. They both represent useful findings related to 
usages in Albanian, Italian and their relation to English. Firstly, the partial applicability 
of transferred negation was shown with two examples from CIAO where it once applied 
and in the other case, it did not apply. This relevant finding, which applies for both 
studied languages, shows an outstanding similarity between Albanian and Italian in 
terms of negative polarity and modality. The structure of these languages and the way 
students tend to use them causes such differences with English, where transferred 
negative polarity occurs every time a negative element precedes a modality element. 
Secondly, enclosing negative is a feature of Albanian that has often been neglected in 
previous literature. This feature, which is also occurring in informal daily speech, 
emerged from my data. However, Albanians did not prime this aspect into their English 
writings. They rather relied on more common English constructions including direct and 
transferred negatives. In the following subsection, syntactic positioning will be explored 
in more detail and the results of my analysis on it will be provided. 
5.1.4.2. The syntactic positioning of hedges and boosters  
My analysis of the syntactic positioning of hedges and boosters borrows from SFG 
(Halliday 1985; Halliday and Matthiessen 2014), which includes the concepts of clause 
complex theme, clause theme, neutral, and afterthought. As previously mentioned, I 
added the fronted, medial, parenthetic and ‘in parentheses’ positions (see subsection 
3.7.1). While the positions presented in SFG were found in my corpora as the theory 
predicts, there was a certain degree of overlap between them. This subsection includes 
an initial discussion of a few prototypical as well as special occurrences of the analyzed 
syntactic positions of adverbial adjuncts. Furthermore, it includes examples where they 
overlap. Finally, it includes a brief explanation of the different positions of modalizing 
bi-clausals and related examples. 
In terms of syntactic positioning, Halliday and Matthiessen (2014: 188) argue that 
adjuncts of intensity cannot be placed as a theme. They are placed finally or medially 
within the clause, but rarely in an initial position. Their claim was partly proven by my 
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Albanian L1 corpus, where tërësisht and plotësisht never appeared in a fronted position. 
Totally surprisingly appeared once in a fronted position in the Albanian English corpus, 
but as it was only one instance, it is not possible to relate it to, for example, a likely 
influence of the structures of the English language. However, my Italian L1 corpus and 
the English corpora revealed how a considerable number of intensity adjuncts such as 
almost, totally, entirely and completely appeared in a thematic and fronted position. 
Some examples (5.97-5.100) from my corpora are listed below.  
The usages of the adjuncts of intensity presented below were ranked as fronted since 
they lead the clause complex, and thematic as they lead the clause. The first (5.97) and 
second (5.98) clause complex start with a special adverb-adjective-verb/preposition 
word order and show a narrow scope for totally, despite their fronted position. While the 
last clause complex (5.100) is incomplete, the previous one (5.99) contains a correct and 
common use of the rounder approximately in a fronted position. The incompleteness of 
5.99 somehow limits my interpretation of kind of in a broader view of the clause 
complex. However, its scope and function are clearly expressed within the given part. 
This was not always the case with incomplete clause complexes, which were often 
excluded from the analysis. 
 
5.97 Totally depended on Fagin for every crumb, once   they accept his cynical hospitality, 
the street urchins are bound to his body and soul like bond slaves. (CARE15FBL_31) front-
ed, thematic 
 
5.98 Totally positive are the critiques of Knight, who defines Vera as a \x93strong but un-
successful drama [\x85] scene on scene has power; (CIAOE15FBL_82) fronted, thematic 
 
5.99 Përafërsisht dy të tretat (63.7%) e pjesëmarrësve kishin domenin e BPSHF-së vlerën 
më të lartë në studim. (CAR15FPS_48) fronted, thematic 
 
Approximaltey two thirds (63.7%) of the participants had the domain of BPSHF as the 
highest value in the study. (my translation) fronted, thematic 
 
5.100 Kind of awareness of the past and future, which gives confidence for present actions. 
(CARE15FML_4) fronted, thematic 
 
Below, I have presented some prototypical examples of neutral positioning (5.101) and 
the combinations medial-parenthetic (5.102 and 5.103) as well as medial-parenthetic-in 
parentheses (5.104). As previously explained, surely in 5.101 is neutral because it is 
located right next to the temporal operator is. In 5.102, it is obvious how modalization 
devices can occur in-between the clause complex without necessarily being next to the 
finite or temporal operator (medial positioning). In this case, definitely is preceded by a 
and followed by estranging effect, which constitute its scope. In 5.103, obviously is 
presented as a sort of pause between the flow of the clause complex, which is separated 
by commas. This makes it an overlapping case of medial-parenthetic. In 5.104, apart 
from being medial and parenthetic, obviously is also found in parentheses as an 
additional comment of the author as she did not find it necessary to attach this part to 
the flow of the clause complex.  
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5.101 Thus the effect of the quaternarization of the basic head is surely worth of a more ex-
tensive investigation. (CIAOE14FPC_1) neutral 
 
5.102 Whereas in the rum-issue episode comedy is nullified and disintegrated by tragedy, 
here the two elements coexist, resulting in a definitely estranging effect. (CIA-
OE06FML_87) medial 
 
5.103 The bill, obviously, is Kurtz’s death: […] (CIAOE13MML_78) medial, parenthetic 
 
5.104 Finally, to compute the abstraction of IVSF it is necessary to know only the rst deriva-
tive (other than, obviously, the original function). (CIAOE12FPMI_18) medial, parenthetic, 
in parentheses 
 
This paragraph includes a comparison of final positioning in English with Albanian and 
Italian in terms of ‘markedness’ or emphasis. Example 5.105 contains a usage of 
significantly in a rare and ‘unmarked’ final position. While I believe that significantly 
should have preceded fluctuated, I assume that this usage is primed from Italian (è 
variato sensibilmente). In this case, I would rank it as an unconscious or unpurposive 
act rather than a skilful placement of significantly to foreground it. A modal adjunct 
(hedge or booster) placed in a final clause complex position in Albanian and Italian does 
not necessarily mean that it is purposive, objective-explicit, foregrounded or author-
related, as it is often the case in English (see e.g. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 158). 
It may be that the adverb fits more there, as in the Albanian example above. In example 
5.106, totally is working within an Albanian non-active construction, u rehidruan 
plotësisht (were rehydrated totally), which can be ranked as mediopassive. It should be 
noted that I purposively left totally at the very end of the clause complex in the English 
version so that I could give a clearer idea on its positioning in Albanian. In Albanian, 
the order is verb-adverb, as in rehidruan plotësisht (rehydrated totally) rather than the 
typical English constructions adverb-verb, as in possibly worked or totally rehydrated. 
Therefore, the booster plotësisht naturally takes that position in the clause complex. 
However, the writer could choose between placing vetëm pas 70 orësh before u 
rehidruan plotësisht. However, in order to foreground vetëm pas 70 orësh, the author 
placed u rehidruan plotësisht behind it. This is a common ‘marked’ choice in Albanian 
when speakers or writers want to emphasize something. It is a correct usage in 
Albanian. 
Another important feature from the two clause complexes 5.105 and 5.106 is that 
they show an interesting overlap between syntactic categories of the analysed 
modalization devices beyond the usual medial-parenthetic one. In both cases, the 
booster was simultaneously placed next to the verb and in a final position. Therefore, 
considering my broad understanding of the neutral category where every co-occurrence 
with lexical verbs and modal auxiliaries is neutral, there is an overlap between neutral 
and afterthought in these clause complexes in (Italian) English and Albanian.  
 
5.105 It is clear that the enterprise value of the two companies, taking only the flows from 
ordinary yield on RAB31, into account, fluctuated significantly. (CIAOE08MPE_23) neu-
tral, final 
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5.106 Në hulumtimet e tyre, Veljovic-Jovanovic et al. (2006), me gjethet e bimëve të R. ser-
bica raportojnë se RWC te bimët e kontrollit ishte 97%, ndërsa gjatë anabiozës rreth 7% dhe 
vetëm pas 70 orësh u rehidruan plotësisht. (CAR13MPBP_39)  
 
In their research on the leaves of the plants of R. serbica, Veljovic-Jovanovic et al. (2006) 
report that the RWC was 97% in the control plants, while during the anabiosis, it was circa 
7% and only after 70 hours, they were (totally) rehydrated totally. (my translation) neutral, 
afterthought 
 
The overlap did not only occur with the neutral and final/afterthought categories but 
also with neutral and thematic categories. As will be shown, the choice was not always 
clear. Clause complex 5.107 demonstrates how a hedge or booster can show an overlap 
of neutral and thematic positions. Of course, if only the meaning is considered, then the 
usage is simply thematic because of course is placed in front of we (expressed in the 
suffix -më). However, since this is an instance of a null subject, I decided to rank it as 
neutral (next to will make) and thematic (next to we). There were other cases like 5.108, 
where I was also unsure whether to rank them as both thematic and neutral, or only 
neutral. In There is of course no shortage of persons, the temporal operator is precedes 
of course while no shortage of persons follows it. Since the subject (shortage of 
persons) comes after the booster, I ranked it as thematic. However, it is also next to a 
temporal operator, which makes it neutral. The exact phenomenon that I described from 
Italian is also found in English (see example 5.109).  
 
5.107 Në këtë mënyrë duke vazhduar këtë procedurë të ngushtimit të bashkësisë ðﾝﾑﾉðﾝﾑﾥ
0verejmë se patjetër do të arrijmë në një hap të caktuar kur procedura përfundon pra, 
gjendet një fqinjësi ðﾝﾑﾉðﾝﾑﾥ′ e pikës ðﾝﾑﾥ′ që përban edhe pikën ðﾝﾑﾥ0. (CAR14FPMI_31) 
neutral, thematic 
 
In this way, by continuing this procedure of narrowing the group ðﾝﾑﾉðﾝﾑﾥ0 (we) notice that 
of course (we) will make a certain progress when the procedure ends so, a closeness ðﾝﾑﾉðﾝ
ﾑﾥ′ of point ðﾝﾑﾥ′ that contains point ðﾝﾑﾥ0 was found. (my translation) neutral, thematic 
 
5.108 Non mancano naturalmente coloro che vorrebbero vedersi pubblicati al più presto, e 
sollecitano la redazione. (CIAO06MPL_13)  
 
Means: There is of course no shortage of persons who would like to see their work pub-
lished as soon as possible and skip the editing part. (my translation) 
 
Direct translation: There is no shortage of course of the ones who would like to see their 
work published as soon as possible and skip the editing part. (my translation) neutral, the-
matic? 
 
5.109 […] and there are of course some countries in the world where the death penalty still 
exists. (CIAOE11FPS_42) thematic, neutral?  
 
The previous discussion focused on adverbs. The current discussion concentrates on 
lexical verbs. For them, I applied a different categorization, namely into different kinds 
of bi-clausals. Example 5.110 includes a simple usage of this suggests then as a fronted 
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bi-clausal realization that precedes the other clauses. The next example 5.111 is more 
complex and includes two large noun phrases as subjects and a considerably larger set 
of lexemes (Special tools for terminology and an extensive set of individual user 
settings integrated in machine translation systems prove to…) in the fronted bi-clausal 
realization. Example 5.112 shows as the experts suggest in between the clause complex, 
but in this case, it is separated by commas. Therefore, I ranked it as a parenthetic bi-
clausal. The additional example 5.113 does not clearly separate the passive form as 
proved in in the unclear part is fully faithful, as proved in [5, Corollary canonical 
functor RigDMeﬀ  2.5.49] as a corollary. While as proved in clearly does not have a 
subject, the main point is that this instance may be ranked as medial. These examples 
showed interesting usages of bi-clausal realizations. 
 
5.110 This suggests then that it is not entirely true that the subject is always located to the 
left of the verb in English. (CIAOE14FML_77) fronted, bi clausal realization 
 
5.111 Special tools for terminology and an extensive set of individual user settings inte-
grated in machine translation systems prove to be effective enablers for the professional 
translators. (CARE12FBL_20) fronted, bi-clausal realization 
 
5.112 Një synim i qeverisë, sugjerojnë ekspertët, është rritja e numrit të kompanive shqip-
tare që duan të shesin në tregun italian. (CAR15FPE_22) 
 
One of the aims of the government, as the experts suggest, is increasing the number of Al-
banian companies that want to sell in the Italian market. (my translation) parenthetic, bi-
clausal realization 
 
5.113 We recall that the ´et (K) → RigDM´et(K) is fully faithful, as proved in [5, Corollary 
canonical functor RigDMeﬀ  2.5.49] as a corollary of the Cancellation Theorem [5, Theorem 
2.5.38]. (CIAOE13MPMI_5) passive, medial? bi-clausal realization 
 
The qualitative analysis of the syntactic positions of hedges and boosters provided 
relevant evidence for their position within and outside the clause. Firstly, examples for 
each syntactic positioning category illustrated the features of all existing categories and 
my additional categories. The new categories broaden the analysis of syntactic 
positioning of hedges and boosters and, as will be shown in the quantitative analysis, are 
frequently used by novice writers. Secondly, there was an overlap between the neutral 
and final/afterthough categories as well as neutral and thematic categories. Ambiguous 
cases were discussed in detail to show this different finding as compared to Halliday 
and Matthiessen’s (2014: 155ff) categories. It partly derives from my different 
understanding of the neutral (next to any verb) category. Thirdly, in terms of 
‘markedness’, it was found that a hedge or booster placed in a final clause complex 
position in Albanian and Italian does not necessarily show a purposive act, objective-
explicitness, foregrounding of information or author-related forms as it is often the case 
in English (see e.g. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 158). Lastly, the shift of focus from 
adverbs to lexical verbs enabled the description of the special type of ranking for lexical 
verbs, which were divided into (fronted/parenthetic/afterthought) bi-clausal realizations. 
As mentioned before, word order or syntactic positioning is closely related to 
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orientation and manifestation. Therefore, orientation and manifestation will be the main 
focus of the next subsection. 
5.1.4.3. Manifestation and orientation  
Martin and White (cf. 2005: 130), following the work by Halliday (1985) and Halliday 
and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 688) (see subsection 3.9.6.4),  present two axes of variation, 
which enable the construction of modal assessments in English, namely explicit or 
implicit and subjective or objective. While the authors presented adverbs as exclusively 
objective-implicit forms, I argue that there is an overlap between the objective-explicit 
and objective-implicit categories within modalizing adverbs. The first clause complex 
5.114 contains an objective-implicit usage of the propositional comment adjunct 
obviously. Obviously expresses its asseverative obviousness, but it is not the main focus 
of the clause complex. In the second clause complex 5.115, this comment adjunct is 
separated by commas as a pause unit of the clause complex despite its closeness to the 
verb. The novice writer appears to have presented it in a medial-parenthetic positioning 
to emphasize it even more. Therefore, I have ranked such examples as objective-
explicit. To complete this gradual increase of emphasis and explicitness, I have shown 
the third clause complex 5.116, where obviously is placed in a fronted-thematic 
position. As this position enables the novice writer to ‘warn’ the readers that the whole 
following information is clear and obvious, it changes from objective-implicit into 
objective-explicit. Even though not every medial-parenthetic or fronted-thematic 
combination leads to such a change of normally objective-implicit forms, this appears to 
be a prominent phenomenon in academic writing. In relation to the interaction of 
explicitness and implicitness based on the different (especially fronted, as in 5.116) 
syntactic positions, Matthiessen (personal communication, December 14, 2018) clarifies 
that items such as obviously and certainly have historically developed into flexible 
devices that are often used in fronted, afterthought and parenthetic positions. Their 
placement at the beginning of a clause may be interpersonal, but it may also simply be 
cohesive. However, I did not analyze their cohesive usage because that would have 
needed an analysis that extends beyond the clause complex. 
 
5.114 On the one hand, it has obviously widened communication gaps by delaying 
(in)formal consultative processes on bilateral communication the development of a joint 
(in)formal communication roadmap), by […] (CIAOE14FPS_20) 
 
5.115 The first step towards a national identification was, obviously, the reinvigoration of 
the language. (CIAOE12FPL_47) 
 
5.116 Obviously, we have ψ(u(cid:48)) ∈ C 1(]0, R]). (CIAOE14FPMI_17) 
 
Within the subjective-explicit combination, Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 693-
694) and Martin and White (cf. 2005: 130-131) present personal I forms such as I 
believe, I think. I would like to add that, apart from such personal I forms, impersonal 
forms such as it is suggested and it can be assumed also belong to subjective-explicit 
combinations. They have a similar direct connection to the writer despite his or her 
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choice of ‘hiding’ behind the impersonalization. Of course, it could contrarily be argued 
that they may also be ranked as subjective-explicit. However, I considered impersonal 
shields as closer to personal I forms and attribution shields rather than modal auxiliaries 
such as may and might. As mentioned in subsection 3.9.6.4, I was faced with the 
challenge of ranking attribution shields such as Marlon believes, Somaglino argues and 
Piccaluga claims according to orientation and manifestation. This will be shown in the 
following examples from my corpora. During the analysis, I realized that these forms 
also belong to the subjective-explicit combination. Just like other shields, they are also 
author-related because they help the author to detach himself or herself from the 
mentioned source. They enable him or her to indirectly say: “This is interesting and 
partly possible, but I do not fully agree with it or I cannot personally prove its 
credibility”. The fact that impersonal shields and attribution shields are all author-
related shields, supports my findings on the investigated concepts of SFG.  
Four examples have been listed as additional evidence to further support my point of 
view stated in the previous paragraph. The first example 5.117 of suggest includes a 
lack of commitment towards the information deriving from ‘available’ surveys and 
economic analysis/analyses, which is mitigated through suggest and may. This example 
is authorial, just as the second example 5.118, where the MA student is detaching 
himself from his proposals. After a careful analysis of the previous context, I concluded 
that it is the author who is suggesting the usage and avoidance of the indicated acts. 
This example belongs to modulation as it includes proposals that aim at changing 
certain attitudes of the teachers. Example 5.117 is very similar to example 5.119 
whereas example 5.118 has the same features of example 5.120. In 5.119, the female 
BA student is using believed to present the overgeneralizing and risky claims of Jung 
regarding all people, human race and its entire existence.  
 
5.117 […] the promotion of reaction between solids, without the addition of solvents or by 
using only nominal amounts may suggest mechanochemistry could be the leading technique 
in the near future. (CARE14MPE_36) 
 
5.118 It is suggested to the teachers that these habits should be avoided in the classroom 
and proper use of nonverbal communication be used in order to have great impact on the 
teaching learning process. (CARE15MML_7) 
 
5.119 Jung believed that people are the product of two forces: individual histories and expe-
riences shared in common with the entire human race throughout its entire existence (the 
collective unconscious). (CARE13FBL_26) 
 
5.120 The student tries to understand every single word and its grammatical form, because it 
is believed it is essential for understanding the text. (CARE15MML_8) 
 
To summarize, it was shown how authors present different forms of orientation and 
manifestation through the same lexeme (in this case, obviously). This is different from 
the way orientation and manifestation are presented in SFG. It was also shown how 
syntactic positioning is a clear indicator of authors’ orientation and manifestation. The 
different shield types in examples 5.117-5.120 are authorial and therefore, they were all 
ranked as subjective-explicit forms. What is really interesting here is that impersonal 
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forms also fall under explicitness. The findings from my data shed light on unexplored 
features of these two categories. Various types of clusters of hedges and boosters will be 
illustrated and discussed in the next subsection. This is the last important point that will 
be treated in this qualitative analysis section. 
5.1.4.4. The prosody of modality with harmonic and non-harmonic types 
of clustering 
The aspects that will be treated in this subsection are the prosody of modality and its 
subdivisions, harmonic and non-harmonic types of clustering. Most importantly, two 
examples are provided to support my concept of prosody of modality instead of 
Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) prosody of modalization. There will then be 
examples from both harmonic and non-harmonic types. In the end, there will be 
examples from the interesting case of quasi (almost/nearly), which occurred as a unified 
and separate prefix.  
As explained in the literature review, the prosody of modality was introduced 
because modalization can also concord with modulation to create a flow of modality 
within the same clause complex, paragraph or text. In example 5.121, the modulating 
proposal should is accompanied by the modalizing and uncertain probably. This is the 
author’s logical conclusion on the modification of the title based on a previous event or 
because of a special reason. In example 5.122, the author appears to be explaining how 
VIC has the potential (ability) to penetrate deeply or of being molecularly dispersed in 
the PVP. To achieve this, the author from Chemistry has used the dynamic form can 
(being able to), which can alternatively occur as an epistemic form, and the probability 
adjunct probably, which is part of modalization. As it can be seen, CARE and CIAOE 
demonstrate that modalization can co-occur with modulation (proposals) and dynamic 
modality in the same clause complex. This justifies my choice of naming it ‘prosody of 
modality’.  
 
5.121 As a consequence, the title of the present chapter should probably be modified into 
“ways of interpreting political speeches”. (CIAOE13MPL_15) 
 
5.122 In addition, the polymeric carriers used in this case have different chemical properties, 
therefore VIC can probably penetrate deeply or being molecularly dispersed in the PVP. 
(CARE11MPC_37) 
The following example 5.123 contains an outstanding amount of clustering ranging 
from hedging devices expressed through plausibility shields (seemed) within clausal 
attributive shields (polemicists seemed to have missed), approximative adjuncts of 
intensity (almost) to boosting devices in the form of adjuncts of usuality (always), 
epistemic adjectives (demonstrable, elementary) and epistemic nouns (fact). Through its 
non-harmonic clustering, this example demonstrates the relatively frequent self-
confidence of Italian students, which had led them to overgeneralize and boost more 
than they should in certain clause complexes. The correlation between high levels of 
subjectivity (the blind trust in Wilde’s statements), boosting (the demonstrable, 
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elementary fact), and a kind of overgeneralization of the accuracy of Wilde’s statements 
(Wilde is almost always right) are impressive in this clause complex. In this text from 
Literature, the female author appears too biased in her review on Wilde. She even 
reaches the point of contrasting everyone against Wilde’s views by using the negatively 
connotated word polemicists in the clause polemicists seemed to have missed. This 
clause is a clear attribution shield since the author is totally standing against the 
mentioned source. Such a way of expressing oneself surely goes over the borders of 
scientific research. I assume these linguistic choices are due to the early academic stage 
(BA) of the author as well. Such clause complexes confirmed the claims made by the 
Italian experts on their students’ over-confidence and tendency to overgeneralize. There 
were several examples from the Albanian and Italian corpora where authors appeared 
very confident or even over-confident. 
 
5.123 I notice something which polemicists seemed to have missed: the demonstrable, el-
ementary fact that Wilde is almost always right. (CIAOE15FBL_82)  
 
Example 5.124 shows a high degree of tentativeness and face-saving acts through a high 
level of prosody of modality. This prosody of modality is realized through the 
impersonal form it can be concluded, the non-lexical and approximative expression with 
a relative degree of conﬁdence, the hedging epistemic verb tend and the boosting 
epistemic adverb significantly. Even though the conclusions are based on actual 
observations, the author chose to present them in a very tentative way. He uses it can be 
concluded and adds with a relative degree of confidence to detach himself from the 
following proposition. The most face-threatening part of the proposition seems to be 
their intuitions […] do not diﬀ er to a major extent. Tend and significantly also fall 
within the scope of the previously mentioned hedging clause. To understand his choice 
better, we would need to see the actual results and the extent of their difference. In a 
totally different manner, the next example 5.125 is a harmonic clustering of different 
boosters within the same span. These different boosters, namely evidences, proving and 
the fact create a prosody of modality, which emphasizes the complete commitment of 
the writers towards the given information. It indicates that the writer has probably 
informed himself or herself on the existence of barter in monetary economies and has 
reached the conclusion that it is proven by the necessary evidence. 
5.124 Based on these observations, it can be concluded with a relative degree of 
conﬁdence that although NNSs tend to assign signiﬁcantly lower scores than NSs, their in-
tuitions as to the collocativity of pairs extracted by diﬀ erent AMs do not diﬀ er to a major 
extent. (CIAOE11MPL_34) 
5.125 Barter and money, as well as barter and gift, can perfectly coexist, and there are evi-
dences proving the fact that barter existed and still exists in monetary economies. (CIA-
OE12FPS_13) 
Contrarily to theories that indicate a sort of non-use (it is better to say low use) of 
boosters within ‘hard sciences’ (cf. Vázquez and Giner 2009: 227), the presence of 
several boosters (completely, proof, show, completely) and a hedge (one) in a single 
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clause complex from Mathematics and Informatics was found in my data (see example 
5.126). There were several similar clause complexes fond in my corpora. Both uses of 
completely in 5.126 and 5.127 are proposition-related and semantic, with the first 
modifying a bi-partite relation and the second modifying one/two feature(s) expressed 
by (an) adjective(s). Completely continuous and deg is ambiguous because we cannot 
know if it means completely continuous and completely deg or completely continuous, 
and (also) deg. The author appears quite sure by placing proof within the span of the 
first completely and the second completely within the span of show. The nature of the 
results and the typically ‘hard’ disciplinary domain seem to allow space for expressing 
certainty. However, it is not clear why the author chose to use the impersonal and 
tentative one, instead of more authorial forms such as I or we, which would be similar to 
the surrounding context. The reasons may vary from different cultural, national and 
local conventions on the ways of writing a thesis, to L1 transfer or unconscious choices. 
However, it is obvious that the use of one is not erroneous. Along the same line, 
Vázquez and Giner (cf. 2009: 227) were relatively surprised to discover that writers of 
RAs in Mechanical Engineering (which they presented as a hard science) used boosters 
with a similar frequency to writers of RAs in Biology.  
 
5.126 In a completely similar way to the proof of Lemma 3.4.3, one can show that P is 
completely continuous and deg (I − P, B, 0) = 1. (CIAOE14FPMI_17) 
 
5.127 This contradicts the assumption on ˆt and proves that w ≤ 0 in [0, R]. In a completely 
similar way one can show that w ≥ 0 in [0, R]. (CIAOE14FPMI_17) 
 
In contrast to emphasizers, there was a relatively low cluster of all total intensity 
boosters, completely, entirely and totally, with other hedges and boosters. The 
quantitative analysis will reveal more numerical details. They were mainly preceded by 
other hedges or boosters as in example 5.128, where completely is preceded by in fact. 
 
5.128 It is in fact completely out of aunt March’s reach [...]. (CIAOE08FML_66) 
 
Moreover, one of the most striking characteristics of the Italian quasi (almost/nearly) 
was its occurrence as a unified/separated prefix. While this is not essentially clustering, 
it is an interesting co-occurrence of the hedge almost. No similar form of almost (and its 
Albanian equivalents) appeared in Albanian or English. Some of the examples of quasi 
that I collected and translated from CIAO are listed below. They varied from quasi as a 
separate prefix of nouns (nearly rhyme) or adjectives (e.g. almost neutral) to quasi as a 
unified prefix of either nouns (e.g. almost-neutrality) or adjectives (e.g. nearly-elastic).  
 
Examples of quasi in CIAO: 
quasi neutral (almost/nearly neutral), i quasi livelli (the almost/nearly levels), quasi-
neutralità (almost/nearly-neutrality), quasi orizzontali (almost/nearly orizzontals), quasi 
“casualità” (almost/nearly ‘casuality’), quasi rima (almost/nearly rhyme), quasi-lineari 
(almost/nearly-linear), quasi-elastico (almost/nearly-elastic), quasi-statico (almost/nearly-
static) 
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In this subsection, it was revealed how modulation, modalization and even degree co-
occur within the clause complex to form a prosody of modality, which goes beyond the 
prosody of modalization. This shows the nature of my analysis of clustering and extends 
the concept of SFG, prosody of modalization. Examples including harmonic and non-
harmonic combinations extend the work of Hyland (1998a; 1998b) and others. Among 
these examples, there were a few (5.123 and 5.124) that showed a large number of 
clusters within the same clause complex. This shows the preference of Italian students 
to express various levels of certainty and uncertainty within the same clause complex. It 
also hints at the overconfidence that they often expressed in their texts as the 
quantitative analysis will show. This paragraph concludes the discussion on my 
qualitative analysis, which included an extensive clarification of various concepts and 
their usage as well as the introduction of new concepts. The focus will move to my 
quantitative analysis and related statistical tests. 
5.2. Quantitative analysis  
5.2.1. Hedges, boosters and the variables of corpus, author-commitment, 
orientation, manifestation, positioning, genre and gender 
The variables of corpus, orientation, manifestation, syntactic positioning and author-
commitment have a strong relation to the usage of hedges and boosters. This was 
measured through the overarching statistical test logistic regression. For an introduction 
to this statistical test and how to interpret it, see subsection 4.8. The logistic regression 
showed interesting results concerning the binary variables, hedges and boosters. The 
results will be presented and interpreted below. There will be a discussion on the 
general results of the test, followed by a discussion on the cross-cultural patterns 
revealed through the analysis of corpus data. Then, the focus will turn to the results 
from the variables of orientation, manifestation, syntactic positioning and finally, 
author-commitment. As a last point, there will be a short comparison of the significance 
of each variable in relation to the binary variables. 
 
model. basics total. n df intercept input. prob. grand. prop. 
 
8088 7 -0.329 0.418 0.423 
model. fit deviance AIC AICc Somers. Dxy R2 
 
10.255.317 10.269.317 10.269.331 0.332 0.115 
Table 39: The ‘model basics’ and ‘model fit’ of the logistic regression on the variables 
influencing the usage of hedges (and boosters). 
 
The Somers. Dxy, which is related to the overall effect size and is generally known as 
an indicator showing a range of values between -1 (when all pairs of variables disagree) 
and 1 (when all pairs of variables agree) (Somers 1962), had a medium-low value of 
0.332. The R square value (indicated as R2), which determines how much the 
independent variables explain or affect the dependent variables, was relatively low (only 
0.115). Since only 11.5% of the variation is explained, it means that other variables 
might explain the usage of hedges and boosters.  
261 
 
From the general comparison of the significance of the four analyzed variables (see 
Table 40 below), it resulted that syntactic positioning was the variable with the strongest 
impact as shown by the highly significant p-value of 6.21e-64. Since this p-value is 
moved with around 36 zeros to the right, which brings a p-value of 0.000…64<0.001, it 
means that it is highly significant. The variable with the second strongest impact was 
autho’s commitment, with a significant p-value of 0.000…36<0.001. The variables with 
the second and third strongest impacts were the corpora and orientation - manifestation. 
After this overview of the general results, specific tables with results and related 
discussions will be presented. 
 
variable  logodds n proportion 
AIC.if. 
dropped 
p. value 
positioning medial   0.534 2270 0.587 +287.08 6.21e-64 
 thematic -0.090 1241 0.352   
 neutral -0.444 4577 0.361   
author’s  
commitment 
proposi-
tional 
  0.332 4716 0.508 +153.9 8.92e-36 
 authorial -0.332 3372 0.305   
corpus CAR   0.412 2445 0.536 +145.08 4.25e-33 
 CIAOE -0.158 2737 0.375   
 CIAO -0.254 2906 0.374   
orientation - 
manifestation 
object.-
implicit 
  0.138 6320 0.437 +12.03 1.80e-04 
 
object.-
explicit 
-0.138 1768 0.376   
Table 40: Positioning, author’s commitment, corpus and combined orientation-
manifestation influencing the usage of hedges (and boosters). 
 
The first variable that will be discussed in detail is the one with the most significant 
impact, syntactic positioning (indicated as positioning). Its results are shown in the 
following Table 41. The statistical comparison of its three levels, medial, neutral and 
thematic, revealed that hedges are significantly more frequent in a medial positioning. 
This can be seen by the highest (positive) logodds value (0.534) provided by this test. 
The thematic and neutral positions are not strongly correlated with the usage of hedges 
since they reveal negative logodds values and significantly lower proportion as 
compared to medial. In other words, hedges were less frequently occurring in neutral 
and thematic positions than boosters. However, there is an interaction as it can be seen 
in the ranking of thematic as the second highest level and neutral as the third highest 
level. This ranking does not match, among others, with the actual proportion of thematic 
(0.352 or 35.2%), which is lower than the one of neutral (0.361 or 36.1%). This might 
have occurred due to the imbalance of tokens within the variables of orientation (e.g. the 
distribution of objective-explicit tokens) and relation (e.g. the distribution of 
propositional tokens). However, it is surprising to see such a strong correlation between 
the medial position and hedges as well as the equally strong interrelation of the thematic 
and neutral positions with boosters. The reasons why the authors made these choices 
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remain unclear. The only inference that can be made is that the authors were highly 
inclined towards emphasizing their full commitment. Therefore, authors employed 
boosters as marked themes, since they are obviously not functioning as subjects of the 
clause. Furthermore, the n-values showed that hedges and boosters were most 
frequently used in a neutral positioning, sequentially followed by the medial and 
thematic positioning. It was to be expected that the neutral position would prevail due to 
the usually high co-occurrence between hedging and boosting adverbs and temporal 
operators (e.g. is, was), finite operators (may, might, will) and general lexical verbs 
(affect, function, think), which I also noticed during the analysis. The medial position 
surprisingly showed higher scores than the thematic one. The higher results revealed by 
the medial and neutral positions show the significantly higher usage of predominately 
adverbial hedges and boosters in-between the clause complex. Moreover, the more 
frequent use of medial positioning than thematic indicates the effectiveness of the 
addition of this category to my analysis. While it is clear that being possible marked 
themes, adverbial hedges and boosters do not naturally occur in a thematic position. 
This is shown by the observation of Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 188) on the 
rarity of fronted or thematic adjuncts of intensity. It is also partly supported by the 
results of Bondi’s (2008) analysis which showed higher frequencies of four adverbial 
boosters as items that modify adjectives/adverbs than thematic items, in texts from 
Economy. Therefore, it is still interesting to find such a considerable usage of these 
items in a thematic position. 
 
positioning logodds n proportion 
AIC.if. 
dropped 
p. value 
medial 0.534 2270 0.587 +287.08 6.21e-64 
thematic -0.090 1241 0.352   
neutral -0.444 4577 0.361   
Table 41: The variable of syntactic positioning influencing the usage of hedges         
(and boosters). 
 
The variable with the second most significant impact was author’s commitment, 
including author-related (indicated as authorial) and proposition-related usages 
(indicated as propositional). I have summarized its results in Table 42. On the one hand, 
hedges were significantly more frequent in the proposition-related category. The higher 
proportion of the proposition-related category demonstrates that the majority of 
propositional forms were hedges. This is also shown by the positive logodds value of 
0.332. On the other hand, hedges were less frequent in the author-related level. This can 
be seen from their low proportion of only 0.305, which shows that only 30.5% of 
authorial forms were hedges and the rest were boosters. It is also demonstrated by the 
negative value of -0.332, which is the exact opposite of the odds value of propositional 
forms which was 0.332. Similar to the variable of the combination between 
manifestation and orientation, author’s commitment shows that Albanians and Italians 
prefer to establish a direct connection to their writing while boosting and mostly hedge 
on the propositional level. Hedging the results of their studies, general quantities and the 
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intensity or usuality of various lexemes is a preferred practice by Albanians and Italians. 
Showing a complete level of commitment and a direct author-proposition relation 
through boosters is a prominent phenomenon in my corpora. As a final point about 
Table 42, it needs to be mentioned that the n-values of propositional forms were 
considerably higher than the authorial ones. This is an outstanding result, considering 
the presence of many typical authorial forms (of course, obviously, certainly), in 
particular of boosters. However, it needs to be mentioned that the exclusion of the 
fronted bi-clausals realized by the exclusively authorial forms believe, suggest, seem, 
demonstrate and prove influences this result.  
 
author’s  
commitment 
logodds n proportion 
AIC.if. 
dropped 
p. value 
propositional 0.332 4716 0.508 +153.9 8.92e-36 
authorial -0.332 3372 0.305   
      
Table 42: The variable of author’s commitment influencing the usage of hedges        
(and boosters). 
The third variable in terms of statistical significance, corpus, will be the main focus of 
this paragraph. As mentioned before, the CARE corpus had to be excluded due to 
uneven results that could not be used for the statistical test. Hence, the results of CAR, 
CIAO and CIAOE will be compared with each-other. The results from Table 43 clearly 
show that hedges were favored in CAR, with a statistically significant difference to the 
other two corpora. Out of 2445 hedges and boosters in CAR, 53.6% of them were 
hedges. Moreover, the logodds show a positive value of 0.412. This shows that 
Albanian students prefer to appear less committed or approximate more in their 
academic papers in Albanian. This goes against any claim on the existence of a less 
modalized nature of Albanian as compared to English. It also goes against the 
statements of Albanian university teachers who perceived a confidence and 
overconfidence of their students (cultural stereotype), supposedly expressed in their 
writings. Beyond teachers’ perceptions, there are four other variables that are worth 
discussing in more detail, namely tenor, equivalent selection, linguistic affordances and 
education (impersonalization). These variables, apart from equivalent selection, were 
already introduced in the first introductory section. In terms of tenor (the 
communicative situation with the audience), the lower vertical power role and 
institutional role as students or novice writers appeared to have an impact on ‘tentative’ 
Albanians (rather than Italians). The academia includes students as well as more 
‘powerful’ and experienced supervisors, teachers etc. (Argyle and Henderson 1984; 
Matthiessen 2010; Pulcini and Furiassi 2004). The well-known difficulty of selecting 
equivalents is another possible influencing variable. An implication can also be drawn 
on the basis of linguistic affordances, so how the action expressed by the lexeme, 
especially verb, can be mentally imagined (cf. Aronin and Singleton 2010; Singleton 
2013), which may often be different for Italians and Albanians. The different mental 
representations for these two language groups in terms of subject-action-object relations 
may contribute to the interpretation of this result. Panajoti (2015: 177) discussed how 
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Albanian students have traditionally been encouraged to use impersonal forms and her 
findings from Albanian PhD students confirmed this. She interpreted this use as an 
unwillingness to “appropriate” their own works. (cf. Panajoti 2015: 183) Panajoti’s 
(2015) discussion related to education and language use in the Albanian university 
context leads to another implication in my study: the relatively high number of 
impersonal hedges in my corpora and the more natural connection of impersonal it 
forms with hedges rather than boosters may have contributed to the more frequent use 
of hedges by Albanians. This may not appy to Italians. In contrast, boosters were more 
frequent in CIAOE, followed by CIAO. This can be seen in the negative logodds values 
for hedges, presented in CIAOE (-0.158) and CIAO (-0.254). Furthermore, it is shown 
by a substantially lower proportion rate (approximately 0.37 or 37%) in the usage of 
hedges from both Italian corpora as compared to CAR. This shows the confidence 
expressed by Italians in their L1 and L2. This goes along with the claims by Italian 
university teachers who predicted such a linguistic behavior by their students. Italians 
appear to have used items with total intensity whereas Albanians have opted for items 
with lower levels of intensity. This is one of the most relevant findings of my study. As 
a last point about Table 43, the n-values showed a relatively similar usage of hedges and 
boosters across the corpora, with a sequential order including CIAO, CIAOE and CAR. 
This demonstrates that both Albanian and Italian students made a considerable use of 
modalization, modulation and degree devices to either underpin their statements with 
the confidence of credible knowledge or the tentativeness to express doubt and adequate 
social interactions. (cf. Hyland 1998b) While these are essential elements of current 
academic writing, Albanians and Italians similarly employ them without revealing any 
possible difference deriving from their L1, academic culture etc.  
 
corpus logodds n proportion 
AIC.if. 
dropped 
p. value 
CAR 0.412 2445 0.536 +145.08 4.25e-33 
CIAOE -0.158 2737 0.375   
CIAO -0.254 2906 0.374   
Table 43: The variable of corpus influencing the usage of hedges (and boosters). 
 
In terms of orientation and manifestation (indicated as orientation - manifestation), 
hedges were significantly more frequent in the objective-implicit (indicated as object.-
implicit) combination as compared to the objective-explicit (indicated as object.-
explicit) one, where boosters prevailed. Table 44 below shows the statistical results for 
this variable. It is clear that the only level that can change is manifestation (explicit, 
implicit) since the only included orientation is the objective one. In addition, the 
proportion values for the objective-implicit combination show a statistically significant 
tendency of Italians and Albanians to employ more hedges than boosters to convey 
implicit manifestation. This demonstrates a tendency of Albanians and Italians to appear 
more implicit while hedging. This fits with the tentative nature of hedging itself as well 
as the low institutional and power role of students as actors in the academic discourse. 
As for the objective-explicit combination, there was a negative logodds value which 
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shows a clear tendency of novice writers to employ boosters with an explicit 
manifestation. This is supported by the relatively low proportion rate of hedges out of 
the n-value of 1768. It seems that novice writers preferred to emphasize their statements 
by placing boosters in more explicit positions or establishing a direct link between 
themselves and the used boosters. This goes along with the claims of the interviewed 
university teachers from Albania and Italy that their students tend to appear very certain 
and even overgeneralize in their writings. A final relevant aspect of this table is the 
obvious difference between the n-values of objective-implicit forms (6320) and 
objective explicit ones (1765). This demonstrates how adverbial forms are not always 
emphasized through explicit manifestation or positions within objective orientation. 
 
orientation -
manifestation 
logodds n proportion 
AIC.if. 
dropped 
p. value 
object.-implicit 0.138 6320 0.437 +12.03 1.80e-04 
object.-explicit -0.138 1768 0.376   
Table 44: The combined variable of orientation and manifestation influencing the usage 
of hedges (and boosters). 
 
Those results from the logistic regression constitute one of the broadest and most 
relevant parts of my quantitative analysis. The main result from the variable of corpus 
(referring to the respective language) is that hedges were favored in CAR, with a 
statistically significant difference to the Italian corpora, where authors mainly boosted. 
This shows that Italians appeared more confident and fully committed in their writings 
than Albanians who chose to appear more tentative. While appearing confident does not 
necessarily mean having a confident personality, it does show how authors want to 
project themselves in their writings. It is one of the most important results of my study.  
The results from the variable of corpus allow implications on L1 and L2 writing, 
which are essential to illustrate the features of my corpora. Connor (1996; cited in 
Hyland 2003: 35) claimed that linguistic and rhetorical conventions do not always 
transfer efficiently into L2. However, this was not the case with Italians in their use of 
boosters. In contrast to Hyland’s (cf. 2003: 31) remarks, Italian novice writers expressed 
similar perceptions of audience and writer by frequently employing similar linguistic 
devices such as boosters in both their L1 and L2. In simple terms, they similarly 
preferred to boost their statements or questions in L1 and English. What is similar to 
Hyland’s remarks is that boosters were slightly more frequent in L1 than L2. 
For orientation and manifestation, it was very interesting to see the connection of 
explicitness with boosters and implicitness with hedges. While it was expected that the 
neutral position would generally prevail across the corpora, it was interesting to see that 
hedges were used more as medial whereas boosters were used more as thematic or 
marked themes. Similar to the previous results, author’s commitment revealed that 
Albanians and Italians establish a direct connection to their writing while boosting (by 
using author-related boosters) and mainly hedge on the propositional level (by using 
proposition-related approximators). This similarity between the results is an important 
pattern found in my data. Apart from the general usage of hedges, boosters and related 
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variables, it is necessary to explore the roles of genre and gender. These two variables 
are crucial for my study and add knowledge to the overall topic of hedges and boosters. 
5.2.1.1. The impact of genre in the usage of hedges and boosters 
Though it is generally expected that there is a certain development from early to later 
texts (and writers) in the usage and choice of hedges and boosters (e.g. MA students 
using more hedges than BA students, as Beyer (2015) showed), this was not the case in 
my data. Albanian and Italian PhD students did not use more hedges and boosters than 
MA or BA students. A striking result is the notable decrease in the use of hedges from 
early to later texts, which may be attributed to a smaller need of earning acceptance 
from peers as experienced PhD students, compared to the more tentative BA students. 
The comparison of hedges and boosters within the genres similarly revealed that there 
were more hedges than boosters in BA and more boosters than hedges in PhD theses. 
The results are summarized in Table 45. 
 
genre hedge   booster 
BA 1393.6 788.2 
MA 868.3 889.2 
PhD 630.8 713.9 
Table 45: Frequencies of hedges and boosters across the genres  
  of student academic writing per 1.000.000 words. 
 
This very important finding of my analysis is similar to Hyland’s (cf. 2006: 696) 
prediction that novice writers hedge more (seek acceptance) than more established 
writers. It contrasts the expectations (e.g. ‘a greater awareness on the application and 
importance of hedging in academic writing’ from early to later texts as Beyer (2015: 94) 
noted) deriving from the literature explored in subsection 3.6.5. Subsequently, the 
impact of gender in the usage of hedges and boosters will be the main focus of the next subsection. 
5.2.1.2. The impact of gender in the usage of hedges and boosters 
In the very controversial topic of gender influence in the usage of hedges and boosters 
(see subsection 3.6.1), my findings can be compared to the ones by Crismore et al. 
(1993) and Yeganeh and Ghoreishi (cf. 2014: 10-11). This means that there were 
significantly more hedges and boosters in texts written by males t females (see Table 
46). Since ‘+’ indicates overuse by males as compared to females and the measured LL 
values are +28.70 and +10.10 (more than +3.84: p < 0.05), the differences were 
significant. However, the size effect (oddsratio) was only slightly more than 1.  
 
       male         rel. frq.     female         rel. frq.      LL        oddsratio 
 hedge 3476         0.08           3057            0.07          +28.70    1.14      
 booster 3329         0.08           3088            0.07           +10.10    1.08 
Table 46: A comparison of the usage of hedges and boosters by males and females. 
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Just as the impact of genre, the finding on gender and its impact on the usage of hedges 
and boosters is very relevant for my thesis and it adds knowledge to a controversial 
topic within linguistics. This topic was explored within two linguistic and cultural 
contexts such as the Albania and Italian one. There are other very relevant aspects such 
as the pairwise comparisons between my corpora that will be discussed in the next 
subsections. They do not focus on a single variable such as gender or genre, but rather 
on the usage of all the single hedges and boosters compared between two corpora. 
5.2.2. Hedges and boosters in pairwise comparisons between the corpora 
The next subsections will present a sequential presentation of the quantitative results 
from the pairwise comparisons between CIAO and CIAOE, CAR and CARE and 
finally, CIAOE and CARE. The log-likelihood and effect size calculator (from 
Lancaster University) calculated the log-likelihood and effect sizes between the usages 
of various epistemic verbs, adverbs and prepositional phrases. For an introduction to the 
program see subsection 4.8. 
5.2.2.1. The pairwise comparison between CIAO and CIAOE in their 
occurrences of hedges and boosters 
This subsection includes some of the most striking results from the comparison of 
hedges and boosters in CIAO and CIAOE, including hedging and boosting adverbs and 
lexical verbs. Table 47 below comprises these results. The selection of the most 
interesting differences resulted in an uneven number of hedges and boosters. For the 
complete results from Tables 47, 48 and 49, please refer to Appendix 2. In general, 
there is a significantly more frequent use of the selected hedges and boosters in CIAO 
as compared to CIAOE (see Table 47). Especially for SEEM, KIND OF and SURELY, this 
difference is particularly striking. In contrast, the lemmas PROVE and APPROXIMATELY 
were used with a much lower frequency in CIAO as compared to CIAOE. However, 
their ORs or OddsRatios had very low results. As it is less than 1, it shows no strong 
non-independence between the two binary data values. It needs to be specified that the 
compared corpora were not considered to influence each other, though they derive from 
the same Italian (and Albanian) background. However, the words themselves can be a 
contributing factor that creates an association between the results in the two corpora. In 
simple terms, the high/low usage of a word in their mother tongue can have a strong 
association to the usage of their English equivalent. There is a more frequent use of 
KIND OF in CIAO as compared to CIAOE with an LL value of +147.08. Since +147.08 is 
much higher than the critical value of 3.84, the difference can be considered as very 
significant.  The related OR result also shows the highest value (4.65) among the other 
words. The same occurs for SURELY, which was used more often than the expected 
frequencies in CIAO as compared to CIAOE. The OR value of the difference is also 
relatively high (2.60), showing a strong effect size.  
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hedge O1     %1      O2   %2       LL        OR 
SEEM 464    0.02    224  0.01 +  69.84    1.93      
ALMOST 293    0.01    200  0.01 +  11.85    1.37      
KIND OF 279    0.01      56  0.00 +147.08    4.65      
APPROXIMATELY   31    0.00    114  0.00 -   56.39    0.25      
booster  
SURELY 237    0.01       85  0.00 +  64.63    2.60  
CERTAINLY 250    0.01    132   0.00 +  29.40     1.77      
OBVIOUSLY 265    0.01    140  0.01 +  31.11    1.77      
DEFINITELY 228    0.01      34  0.00 +147.96    6.26      
PROVE 122    0.00    234  0.01 -   43.95    0.49 
Table 47: A statistical comparison of hedges and boosters in CIAO and CIAOE     
showing their log-likelihood and size effects. 
 
The question that arises is: What do these results show us about the characteristics of 
Italian student writers? In conclusion, the significantly more frequent use of most of 
these forms in their L1 than in English may be related to the students’ (expected) higher 
confidence and proficiency expressed in their mother tongue writings. The generally 
more frequent use in their mother tongue is very interesting, especially since the 
students studying or writing in English may have more frequent contact with the Anglo-
American academic culture which generally fosters the use of hedges and boosters due 
to its “inclination towards epistemological practices as questioning one’s own as well as 
others’ ideas and beliefs, independently evaluating received knowledge” (Tweed and 
Lehman, 2002; cited in Hu and Cao 2011: 2804). The significantly lower frequencies 
found in English as compared to L1 and the generally high OR values go against this 
aspect. This is supported by Dontcheva-Navratilova (2016) who emphasizes that writers 
in the English-speaking scientific community need to interact and consider different 
voices within a broader international context. Apart from a macro perspective on the 
occurrences of this group of words, it is necessary to adopt a micro perspective on the 
single words of the group. The significantly lower use of DEFINITELY in English as 
compared to Italian can be related to the absence of an equal form in Italian. The closest 
equivalents appear to be assolutamente and decisamente. Therefore, DEFINITELY is 
possibly used much less in English due to the students’ low knowledge of this term, 
especially in their early stages at university. There are different Italian equivalents for 
kind of, which include sorta, tipo and una specie di and seem, which is expressed by 
pare and sembra. While this adds to the variety of my comparison, it surely increases 
the number of available choices, which eventually leads to a more frequent use in 
Italian. This is a discussion solely related to Table 43 and not the general usage of 
hedges and boosters in CIAO and CIAOE, which will be discussed in more detail in the 
following subsections. This comparison produced satisfactory results by showing 
several significant differences. These differences were generally larger than the ones 
from the following comparison. 
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5.2.2.2. The pairwise comparison between CAR and CARE in their 
occurrences of hedges and boosters 
In this brief pairwise comparison (Table 48) between Albanian (CAR) and Albanian 
English (CARE), there are two opposing sets of the binary results. While PROBABLY, 
SEEM and CLEARLY show a lower use than expected in CAR, in comparison to CARE, 
the other forms show the opposite. These differences are proven to be statistically 
significant by their LL values, which are generally higher than the 95th percentile or the 
critical value of 3.84. Furthermore, KIND OF, ENTIRELY, SURELY and CERTAINLY show high 
OR values (more than 1), which establish a strong association between these words in 
Albanian and English. Out of this collection of words, PROBABLY is the only ‘outlier’ 
since it has an LL value of only -2.28. This, added to the low size effect expressed by 
the OR value of 0.82, demonstrates an insignificant difference and association in the use 
of PROBABLY across the two corpora. Since the negative LL values of CLEARLY and SEEM 
are very high, it is surprising that their OR results are very low. This might indicate an 
error of the calculator or simply a low effect of CAR on CARE.  
 
hedge O1     %1      O2    %2       LL         OR 
KIND OF 273    0.01      32  0.01 +   24.70     2.30    
PROBABLY 230    0.01      76  0.01 -      2.28     0.82    
SEEM 207    0.01    184  0.03 -  128.32     0.30    
booster  
ENTIRELY 185    0.01      18  0.00 +    22.54    2.77    
SURELY 194    0.01         8   0.00 +    50.08    6.54    
CERTAINLY 103    0.00      17  0.00 +      3.95    1.63    
CLEARLY 35      0.00    109  0.02  -   194.75    0.09    
Table 48: A statistical comparison of hedges and boosters in CAR and CARE showing 
their log-likelihood and size effects. 
 
To conclude, the most striking aspect in this table is the similarity to the previous Table 
47 in the use of SURELY, CERTAINLY and KIND OF. In both comparisons of corpora, these 
three forms were used significantly more in the mother tongue than in English and had 
relatively high OR values. In Albanian, there is no equal form for CERTAINLY, but there 
is an equal form for SURELY. For this reason, it is interesting how, exactly as in the 
CIAO-CIAOE comparison, the English versions of these two forms were employed 
much less than in their mother tongue. While the writers’ low familiarity with 
CERTAINLY appears to be a reasonable explanation, there is no convincing argument on 
the reasons for the low use of SURELY. In this case, I would attribute it to the writers’ 
idiosyncratic preferences for certain words and rejections to others. This may be 
conscious in the sense that they purposively opt for a different adverb with a similar 
meaning. They may have even been at some point exposed to a certain linguistic 
element and decided to use it without thinking much of its semantic and pragmatic 
aspects. Indeed, writers preferred to employ CLEARLY as a booster in their papers and 
theses in English, but not SURELY. The results from this comparison are less significant 
than the ones from the comparisons CIAO-CIAOE and CARE-CIAOE. 
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5.2.2.3. The pairwise comparison between CARE and CIAOE in their 
occurrences of hedges and boosters 
The comparison between the English corpora, CARE and CIAOE, provided interesting 
differences regarding individual preferences and lexemes. This paragraph will 
concentrate on the LL and OR values from the comparison whereas the next paragraph 
will include an interpretation of these values and some conclusive remarks. Most of the 
selected lexemes for Table 49 show a significant difference in favor of CARE when 
compared to CIAOE. This is indicated by the LL values which are all much higher than 
the critical value of 3.84. Moreover, most of the OR results are more than one and 
therefore, they can be considered relatively high. In particular, Albanian students were 
inclined to use much more frequently seem and nearly than Italians in their English 
writings. significantly, surely and certainly show a different tendency from the other 
lexemes. They were significantly more frequent in CIAOE than in CARE. However, 
their LL values (indicated with -) are smaller than, for instance, the ones of seem, 
suggest and clearly.  
 
hedge O1    %1     O2    %2        LL       OR 
seem 184   0.03   224   0.01 +155.49    3.70      
believe   99   0.02   157   0.01 +  58.88    2.84      
suggest 190   0.03   320   0.01 +102.66    2.67      
nearly   75   0.01     76   0.00 +  76.86    4.44      
almost 123   0.02    200   0.01 +  70.35    2.77      
booster  
prove   86   0.01   234   0.01 +  14.62    1.65  
significantly   42   0.01   342   0.01 -   15.36    0.55  
surely     8   0.00     85   0.00 -     6.85    0.42 
certainly   17   0.00   132   0.00 -     5.16    0.58   
clearly 109    0.02   181    0.01 +  60.28    2.71 
definitely   18   0.00     34    0.00 +    7.93    2.38   
Table 49: A statistical comparison of hedges and boosters in CARE and CIAOE show-
ing their log-likelihood and size effects. 
 
The results from Table 49 lead to several conclusive remarks that are worth mentioning. 
Overall, Albanians used most of these selected hedges and boosters more often than 
Italians in English. This shows that preference for certain individual lexemes (and non-
use of others) is a factor that influences the linguistic choices of these students. In that 
sense, Albanians preferred suggest (performative), prove (evidence-related) and believe 
(mental) more than Italians. They generally show a stronger tendency to use objective-
implicit and subjective-explicit forms in their writings. This implies that Albanian 
students could balance their arguments by appearing committed and less committed in 
different parts of their clause complexes. The qualitative analysis shows more details on 
this aspect since this discussion is restricted to the specific items displayed in Table 45. 
The expected overconfidence of Italians (as the interviewed university teachers in Italy 
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claimed) does not prevail in the use of the lexical verbs (prove and believe) or epistemic 
adverbs (clearly and definitely). One of the influencing factors for the frequent use of 
nearly and seem in Albanian English might derive from the multifunctionality of duket 
(seem) in Albanian (it can be both, a hedge (duket se: seems that) and booster (duket 
qarte: obvious/clearly seems) and has more than ten meanings) and the high number of 
possible equivalents for nearly and almost. It is possible that the Albanian students 
employed them more often in English because they feel familiar with these frequent 
lexemes from their mother tongue. As for the quite low OR results for significantly, 
surely and certainly, they can be related to the small interrelation between CARE and 
CIAOE. It needs to be emphasized that the comparison of hedges across the L2 corpora 
produced the most striking results from all previous pairwise coparisons in terms of log 
likelihood and oddsratio values. While those three pairwise comparisons presented 
different angles of the usage of hedges and boosters, the next comparison is aimed at 
encapturing a larger view on these usages. 
5.2.3. An encompassing comparison of the frequencies of all hedges and 
boosters across the four corpora 
This subsection will provide an accurate overview of the relative frequencies per 
1.000.000 words of circa 15.000 hedging and boosting occurrences. A macro and micro 
perspective will be adapted as a continuation of the useful discussion from the previous 
subsections. From a macro (and partly micro) perspective, an L1-L2 comparison of 
lexemes will be presented. There will be a general comparison of hedges and boosters, 
with a particular focus on the most frequent ones. This will be accompanied by a 
discussion on lexical verbs and the mainly semantic categories of intensifiers and 
approximators. My results will be compared with two previous studies. From a strictly 
micro perspective, there will be an analysis and discussion of specific lexemes that 
showed interesting results across the corpora.  
For a better understanding of the results, a few aspects from Table 50 need to be 
briefly explained. In Table 50, hedges and boosters are categorized according to their 
primary and secondary function. If they are mainly propositional and partly authorial, 
their category is presented as “propos. or author.” If they are solely authorial or 
propositional, they are presented as only “author.” or “propos.”  
The corpora showed similar frequencies of uses in the L1-L2 comparison. As shown 
in Table 50, APPROXIMATELY, ALMOST, POSSIBLY, UNDOUBTEDLY and PROVE were used 
with a similar frequency in both Albanian corpora. Equally, CIAO and CIAOE show a 
similar number of tokens for BELIEVE, ALMOST, PROBABLY, DEMONSTRATE, OF COURSE and 
especially TOTALLY and ENTIRELY. This hints at the influence of L1 in these hedges and 
boosters. This may be a result of the presence of an identical L1 form for most (apart 
from OF COURSE and ALMOST) of these English words in Albanian and Italian. It is 
possible that Albanian and Italian students produced similar amounts in their L1 and 
English because they were familiar with these lexemes, which could be easily retrieved 
from their L1 lexicon. This may not be the case, for instance, for DEFINITELY and 
SIGNIFICANTLY, which do not have equal forms in Albanian and Italian. 
272 
  
type category lexeme/lemma corpus 
   CAR CARE CIAO CIAOE 
hedge propos. or ALMOST 216.15 199.58 98.67 72.14 
 author. NEARLY 54.69 121.69 - 27.41 
  APPROXIMATELY 60.82 61.66 10.44 41.12 
  KIND OF 119.45 51.92 93.96 20.20 
  (NOT) COMPLETELY 6.56 19.47 16.84 30.30 
  (NOT) DEFINITELY - - - 4.38 
  (NOT) ENTIRELY 2.75 - 3.03 8.08 
  (NOT) TOTALLY - - 5.73 6.74 
 author. or POSSIBLY 24.06 17.85 26.60 52.66 
 propos. PROBABLY 100.63 123.32 189.60 158.35 
 author. SEEM 90.57 298.56 156.26 80.80 
  BELIEVE 60.38 160.64 50.52 56.63 
  SUGGEST 101.95 308.29 97.66 115.42 
  IN MY/OUR OPINION/PERSPECT. - - 4.38 12.62 
booster propos. or COMPLETELY 45.94 71.39 88.57 117.95 
 author. ENTIRELY 80.95 6.06 30.65 33.34 
  TOTALLY - 7.41 36.37 37.38 
  SIGNIFICANTLY 85.32 68.15 23.91 123.36 
 author. or CLEARLY 15.31 176.86 107.43 65.29 
 propos. OBVIOUSLY 89.26 58.41 89.24 50.50 
  SURELY 84.88 12.98 79.81 30.66 
  CERTAINLY 45.07 27.58 84.19 47.61 
  OF COURSE 14.01 63.28 60.96 70.70 
  DEFINITELY 7.44 29.21 76.78 12.26 
  UNDOUBTEDLY 15.75 11.36 13.13 29.58 
  WITHOUT DOUBT 20.13 - 23.24 - 
 author. PROVE 152.70 139.54 41.09 84.40 
  DEMONSTRATE 14.44 110.34 99.68 87.29 
  (STRONGLY) BELIEVE 2.19 - - - 
  SEEM (DUKET) 28.44 - - - 
Table 50: A summarizing table of the lemmas of all selected hedges and boosters and 
their frequencies per 1.000.000 words. 
 
Through the comparison of the most frequent hedges and boosters in Table 50, it can be 
seen that hedges appear to be relatively more frequent than boosters with relative 
frequencies per 1 million words of 308.29 for SUGGEST in CARE and about 200 for 
ALMOST in CAR and CARE. Boosters were usually close to 100 per one million words 
and the highest frequencies were 176.86 for CLEARLY in CARE, 152.7 for PROVE in CAR 
and 123.36 for SIGNIFICANTLY in CIAOE. This means that Albanian and Italian students 
appeared tentative. This conforms to their lower power and institutional role as 
compared to their professors and other experts among the audience. Despite this finding, 
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boosters were also employed with a relatively high rate, which confirms the prediction 
of the university teachers from Albania and Italy on the confident (sometimes 
overconfident) nature of their students. Even though the differences in this comparison 
were not tested in terms of statistical significance as in the previous subsections, they 
provide a large view and different patterns related to each selected lexeme and 
metaphorical realization. 
Two additional findings are related to the category of lexical verbs and the 
comparison of approximators and intensifiers. All included hedging and boosting lexical 
verbs were significantly higher in CARE as compared to CIAOE (see Table 50 and 
Appendix 2). This shows a clear preference of Albanians to hedge and boost by using 
lexical verbs in English. An outstanding contrast appears between the use of typical 
approximators such as ALMOST, NEARLY, APPROXIMATELY and KIND OF and their boosting 
equivalents, primarily propositional intensifiers such as COMPLETELY, ENTIRELY, TOTALLY 
and SIGNIFICANTLY. There is a substantially more frequent use of all included 
approximators in CARE as compared to CIAOE. This is the complete opposite of the 
considerably more frequent use of all of the included intensifiers in CIAOE as 
compared to CARE (see also Appendix 2 of the log-likelihood results). This 
demonstrates that Albanians preferred to approximate their findings and presented 
information instead of boosting on the propositional level in their English writings. The 
opposite tendency can be seen from Italian writers in English. I conclude that in the 
propositional level, Albanians appear more tentative, vague and general than Italians. 
The most frequent hedges across the corpora are the mainly propositional ones, 
ALMOST and KIND OF, the mainly authorial SUGGEST and the authorial/propositional 
PROBABLY. In contrast, the in-between item POSSIBLY, all non-lexical hedges that are 
proposition-oriented and the exclusively authorial IN MY/OUR OPINION/PERSPECTIVE had 
the lowest frequencies across the corpora. It is in particular striking to see the overall 
tendency of writers to use the higher (medium) probability lexeme PROBABLY compared 
to the low probability lexeme POSSIBLY. Marín-Arrese et al. (2013) adopted a diachronic 
perspective to investigate the frequency of modal expressions from the years 1931, 
1961, 1991, 2006 and 2013. Their results were similar to mine since the total use of the 
adverbial probably (953) was higher than possibly (378). The comparison of their 
adjectival forms revealed that possible (615) was extremely higher than probable (36). 
This was also found in my corpora. The mainly propositional booster COMPLETELY, the 
predominately authorial OBVIOUSLY and the exclusively authorial boosters PROVE and 
DEMONSTRATE were among the most preferred linguistic choices for Italian and Albanian 
students. The mainly authorial boosters UNDOUBTEDLY, WITHOUT DOUBT, and DEFINITELY, 
which are among the strongest boosters that leave no space for doubt, had the lowest 
frequencies in my corpora. It seems that Albanian and Italian students preferred to leave 
more space for discussion for their readers (cf. Toska 2013: 124) by using CERTAINLY, 
SURELY and OBVIOUSLY rather than WITHOUT DOUBT, DEFINITELY and UNDOUBTEDLY, 
which are closer to polarity and categorical assertions and leave less space for 
counterarguments. Though it is clear that CERTAINLY, SURELY and OBVIOUSLY are also 
lexemes that show a high level of commitment. However, items such as WITHOUT DOUBT 
may leave less space for ‘doubts’ and counterclaims. Similar results were again found in 
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Marín-Arrese et al.’s study (2013), where there was a much lower frequency of the clear 
booster definitely (177) as compared to certainly (834). The special occurrence 
STRONGLY BELIEVE had a rate of only 2.19 in CAR and a total amount of less than five in 
the other three corpora. This low occurrence can be expected due to the uniqueness of 
this collocation, which often transforms BELIEVE into a booster. What I conclude from 
this general comparison is that the division of hedges and boosters into mainly author-
related, mainly proposition related and in-between does not appear to have an 
outstanding influence on their frequencies. As I previously mentioned, the most 
frequent hedges and boosters fall into all of these three categories. The next paragraph 
will reveal two outstanding differences across these categories. 
In this paragraph, differences and similarities in the usage of single hedges and 
boosters will be presented. For hedges, there is a considerably more frequent use of 
NEARLY, SEEM, BELIEVE, and SUGGEST in CARE as compared to CAR. The same 
considerable difference between CAR and CARE is found with the boosters 
COMPLETELY, CLEARLY and DEMONSTRATE. In the Italian corpora, APPROXIMATELY, 
POSSIBLY, SIGNIFICANTLY and PROVE showed higher frequencies in the L2 as compared to 
the L1. The line of boosters including surely, obviously and certainly shows a constant 
preference for these items in Albanian and Italian rather than English. In contrast to this 
tendency, KIND OF, SURELY and CERTAINLY were much more preferred in CAR than in 
CARE. In a similar way, CIAO showed a higher rate of SEEM, KIND OF, SURELY and 
CERTAINLY in comparison to CIAOE. From a general perspective, it remains unclear 
why the authors would use certain items substantially more often in their L1 and other 
items considerably more in English. However, there are certain assumptions related to 
the idiosyncratic nature of single hedges or boosters that can be drawn. The more 
frequent use in their L2 as compared to their L1 may derive from the secondary use of 
the Albanian word gati to imply ‘nearly’, as it can for example mean ‘being ready.’ 
What is really striking and difficult to explain is the more frequent use of approximately 
and prove in CIAOE as compared to CIAO, despite the inclusion of more than one 
Italian equivalent for my analysis. To avoid possible biases and subjectivity, no 
conclusions are drawn on this specific difference. 
To summarize, several patterns were found from the comparison of the relative 
frequencies of all hedges and boosters. Most importantly, in terms of L1-L2, similar 
frequencies of usage were found. Many lexemes (e.g. APPROXIMATELY, UNDOUBTEDLY 
and PROVE) were employed with a similar frequency in the Albanian corpora. Equally, 
the Italian corpora contain a similar number of tokens for many other lexemes (e.g. 
DEMONSTRATE, OF COURSE and particularly TOTALLY and ENTIRELY). This hints at the 
influence of L1 in the usage of these forms in the L2 as well. The presence of an 
identical L1 form for most (apart from of COURSE and ALMOST) of these English words 
as well as the familiarity of the novice authors with such forms are seen as possible 
factors that bring this similarity and frequent usage across the L1 and L2 corpora. In the 
general comparison of the most frequent hedges and boosters, hedges were more 
preferred than boosters. In a lower semantic level, there was a considerably more 
frequent use of all approximators in CARE as compared to CIAOE. The opposite was 
found for intensifiers, which were much more preferred in CIAOE than CARE. 
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Concerning the word class of lexical verbs, all analyzed hedging and boosting lexical 
verbs were significantly more frequent in CARE than in CIAOE It appears that one of 
the most favorite word classes of Albanians for hedging propositions in English is the 
category of lexical verbs. By observing individual lexemes, it appears that the most 
frequent hedges across the corpora are the mainly propositional ones, ALMOST and KIND 
OF, the mainly authorial SUGGEST and the authorial/propositional PROBABLY. These 
findings illustrate the novice authors’ usage of word classes, semantic categories and 
most importantly, shows some L1-L2 and L2-L2 patterns across the corpora. 
5.2.3.1. The quantitative results of approximators, shields, intensifiers 
and emphasizers in all corpora 
One of the most important findings of this study is that there is a frequent overlap 
between the functions of approximators and shields as well as emphasizers and 
intensifiers. The lexemes where this overlap occurred most frequently were 
SIGNIFICANTLY and PROBABLY. This will be discussed in detail in the next paragraphs, 
where firstly, the most interesting results from SIGNIFICANTLY are presented. Secondly, 
the ones from PROBABLY are presented. For other hedges and boosters, the frequency of 
overlap was lower. ENTIRELY, for instance, was mostly an intensifier and a few times, an 
emphasizer. KIND OF was primarily an approximator of degree and in a few cases, an 
attribution or plausibility shield. While the qualitative analysis reveals more 
contextualized examples of this phenomenon, it is very important to see the frequencies 
of the propositional and authorial categories for probably and SIGNIFICANTLY. 
The considerably higher frequency of the booster SIGNIFICANTLY as a proposition-
related intensifier can be clearly seen in all L1 and L2 corpora presented in Figure 22. 
This indicates an overall resemblance in the way novice writers expressed significance, 
not just in the different (yet related) L1 and L2 contexts, but also across the two 
analyzed academic cultures. I chose this type of figure and percentages because I 
wanted to emphasize the differences in frequency between the propositional and 
authorial usages. In CIAO, the uses as an intensifier are slightly less frequent. This is 
probably the result of the frequent use of sensibilmente (significantly) to indicate a 
‘special meaning’, which appears to also be authorial. More than two thirds of the 
usages of SIGNIFICANTLY boosted the propositional level rather than the author-
proposition relation. This means that SIGNIFICANTLY was often found in comparative, 
superlative and quantity-oriented contexts. It needs to be emphasized that not all 
instances of SIGNIFICANTLY found in quantity-oriented contexts that express the semantic 
meaning of ‘statistically significant’ (as in significantly higher/increase) are inevitably 
intensifiers. It also needs to be mentioned that not every instance of SIGNIFICANTLY 
expressing a ‘significant manner’ (as in significantly improve) is necessarily ranked as 
an author-related emphasizer. Despite many exceptions, the relation between the 
semantic categories of SIGNIFICANTLY and its authorial or propositional relation is very 
strong. In other words, the semantic meaning that is expressed by SIGNIFICANTLY 
frequently influenced its ranking as authorial or propositional. This indicates the strong 
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relation between the semantic categories of hedges and boosters to their shield or 
approximative categories.  
 
Figure 22: The percentages of SIGNIFICANTLY as an author-related emphasizer and prop-
osition-related intensifier across the corpora. 
 
While the booster SIGNIFICANTLY was mainly propositional rather than authorial in all 
corpora, the entirely opposite occurred for the hedge PROBABLY. Table 51 displays the 
results for PROBABLY as a proposition-related approximator, an author-related shield or a 
mixture of both (multiple shield). PROBABLY had substantially more frequent usages as a 
shield rather than an approximator. It seems that Albanian and Italian students preferred 
to use this medium value hedge to mitigate their commitment towards the given 
propositions. This conforms only partially with the theory by Prince et al. (1980), which 
presented PROBABLY as an exclusive shield. It is striking how a relatively objective 
hedge such as PROBABLY, which expresses a higher probability level than POSSIBLY, MAY 
etc., frequenctly established a direct link between the writers and their texts rather than 
modifying the propositonal level of the texts. Though, there was still a high frequency 
of PROBABLY as an approximator, which shows a strong overlap between approximation 
and shields within this lexeme. While the phenomenon of multiple shields was rarely 
encountered across the corpora, it had a few instances in CIAO. There, an interaction of 
different shields, approximators or both in the same clause complex was found. 
 
71 58 69 72
29 42 31 28
CIAOE CIAO CARE CAR
intensifier (proposition-related) emphasizer (author-related)
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sequence category CAR CARE CIAO CIAOE 
 
 
 rel. freq.  rel. freq. rel. freq. rel. freq. 
cat. a approximator 35.00 38.94 47.82 51.94 
cat. b shield 65.63 84.37 141.78 106.41 
mixed multiple shield 0 0 0.34 0 
Table 51: Relative frequencies per 1.000.000 words of PROBABLY according to its hedg-
ing categories as a shield and approximator. 
 
As previously explained in subsection 3.1.2 and related subsections, the general overlap 
between the authorial and propositional functions stands in contrast to the original clear-
cut distinction by Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6-19) and extends on the claims by Skelton (cf. 
198: 38) and Varttala (cf. 2001: 11-12). While these researchers claimed the existence 
of this overlap for hedges, I discovered the same overlap in boosters as well and 
provided an in-depth analysis of it. As it was shown, the lexemes where this overlap 
occurred most frequently were SIGNIFICANTLY and PROBABLY. The fact that PROBABLY 
was frequently used as author-related whereas SIGNIFICANTLY was frequently used as 
proposition-related constitutes a noticeable result. This results concers the difference 
authorial vs. propositional. It also shiows the similarity between the academic cultures 
and L1-L2 writings. The results for SIGNIFICANTLY across the L1 and L2 corpora indicate 
that Albanian and Italian novice writers were using it in a similar manner, despite of the 
high numer of its L1 equivalents analyzed and the differences between the three analzed 
languages. This is an interesting pattern, which even indicates a similarity between the 
two academic cultures in the way they express significance and relevance. In the next 
subsection, the discussion will extend to the different subcategories that belong to the 
main hedging and boosting categories that were shown in this subsection. They also 
demonstrate an important and interesting variation within and across different linguistic 
devices. 
5.2.3.1.1. The quantitative results of rounders, adaptors, attribution, 
plausibility and impersonal shields in the corpora 
The additional subcategories of shields and approximators offer a better understanding 
of hedges. In this subsection, it will be shown how these subcategories are distributed 
across the corpora. A general overview of the results of approximative categories and 
the results of the approximative subcategories of PROBABLY will be provided. After 
presenting the results on approximator categories, the discussion will move to shields. 
Three shield subcategories, namely plausibility, attribution and impersonal shields, will 
be the main focus. As it will be seen, they occur with different frequencies, depending 
on the context and corpus. 
The following Table 52 is an all-encompassing depiction of the distribution of the 
major approximator categories, rounders and adaptors. As a glimpse of this comparison 
was seen through the partial approximator PROBABLY, it is relevant to see the same 
comparison with most of the selected approximators. It is also interesting to see whether 
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Albanian and Italian students prefer to approximate on the lexical level or the 
measurement/numerical one. I chose to summarize the results from the quasi-synonyms 
ALMOST, NEARLY and APPROXIMATELY due to their similarity. Despite the approximative 
function of KIND OF, adding it to Table 52 would have given a predictable direction to 
the results since it was almost always used as a degree approximator. 
Table 52 presents interesting differences between rounder and adaptor categories. 
The rounder category shows the highest frequency in CAR, CARE and CIAOE whereas 
the adaptor category was more frequent in CIAO. While I discovered a small difference 
between rounders and adaptors in CAR and CIAOE, there was a considerable difference 
between them in CARE and CIAO. These results indicate a generally larger orientation 
of Albanian and Italian writers towards using the above-mentioned lexemes as rounders. 
They prefer to approximate quantitative information by using collocations such as 
approximately 20% (rounder+number) or almost all/every/everyone (rounder+a 
measurement or numerical domain presented through lexemes). Despite the presence in 
my corpora of (several papers from) soft sciences that are known as more lexically 
oriented than the numerically oriented hard sciences, current academic writing is 
expected to include the R-results and A-analysis sections (Schmied 2015; Swales 1990) 
that leave enough space for the use of rounders in quantitative or mixed method studies. 
This might be a factor explaining the frequent use of rounders, which are closely related 
to these two paper sections. However, this would need further investigation, which goes 
beyond the purpose of this study. Of course, the features of these particular lexemes and 
the frequent use of collocations such as nearly/almost all/every/everyone may also 
influence these results. The relatively high number of adaptors, especially in CIAO, 
shows a flexibility of authors to use different ways of approximating the given 
information. It also shows the important overlap of adaptors and rounder categories 
within each one of the three selected approximators, namely ALMOST, NEARLY and 
APPROXIMATELY. This helps us to better understand these rather underexplored concepts 
of hedging. 
 
sequence H subcat. CAR CARE CIAO CIAOE 
  rel. freq. rel. freq. rel. freq. rel. freq. 
subcat. 1 adaptor 148.76 129.81 78.47 67.45 
subcat. 2 rounder 182.89 253.12 32.67 73.22 
Table 52: Relative frequencies per 1.000.000 words of the categories of rounders and 
adaptors for ALMOST, NEARLY and APPROXIMATELY. 
 
After the general comparison of three aproximators, PROBABLY will be discussed. As it 
became clear in the previous subsection, PROBABLY can be a shield and approximator. 
Hence, it is relevant to see the additional subcategories that this lexeme can have. The 
first major difference shown in Table 53 is that the approximative PROBABLY was 
functioning to a much higher degree as an adaptor rather than rounder. This means that 
PROBABLY was used to infer approximative meanings on the lexical level rather than the 
measurement or numerical domain. 
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sequence H category CAR CARE CIAO CIAOE 
  rel. freq. rel. freq. rel. freq. rel. freq. 
cat. a approximator 35.00 38.94 47.82 51.94 
subcat. a1 adaptor 30.63 37.32 45.46 46.89 
subcat. a2 rounder 4.38 1.62 4.38 5.05 
cat. b shield 65.63 84.37 141.78 106.41 
subcat. b1 pla. shield 60.82 82.75 135.38 98.47 
subcat. b2 attr. shield 4.81 1.62 5.39 7.94 
subcat. b3 imp. shield 0 0 1.01 0 
Table 53: Relative frequencies of PROBABLY according to its approximative and shield 
subcategories per 1.000.000 words. 
 
The discussion will move from the approximative subcategories to shields. Table 54 
shows the total frequencies in all corpora where attribution shields prevail, closely 
followed by plausibility shields and with a very large difference to impersonal shields. 
While it is true that these total frequencies are influenced by the different sizes of the 
corpora, it is also true that there is a high preference by Albanian and Italian students to 
express plausible reasoning and hedge other sources. They seem generally inclined 
towards subjective-explicit manners of expressing their views. While presenting 
different claims and opinions, Albanian and Italian students often preferred to use 
plausibility shields. Whereas, when presenting information from other sources with 
whom they do not fully agree, they frequently used attribution shields. However, there 
was also a considerable amount of cases where they tended to impersonalize their 
statements or opinions by using impersonal shields. These results are similar to Prince 
et al. (cf. 1980: 23), who were surprised to discover a higher frequency of attribution 
shields in spoken discourse. In my case, the high usage of attribution shields may 
confirm the interactive nature of written academic discourse where different sources are 
involved, and claims are discussed. Moreover, the frequent use of plausibility shields 
may reveal that Albanian and Italian students currently use face-saving strategies and a 
general lack of commitment in an explicit manner (through personal forms and 
reasoning). This is an important finding from the corpora.  
 
lexeme plausibility shield attribution shield impersonal shield 
SEEM 824 29 226 
BELIEVE 48 333 105 
SUGGEST 47 921 65 
Table 54: The total frequencies of the three shield functions collectively found in all 
corpora. 
 
To avoid the possible biases that total amounts across the corpora may include, I have 
presented the relative frequencies of each category and corpus in Figure 23. It is a 
commonly used vertical diagram which effectively illustrates relative frequencies. It is 
similar to Figure 25 and other used figures. As in Table 54, in Figure 23, there is a more 
frequent use of attribution shields, followed by plausibility shields and a much smaller 
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number of impersonal shields. In this figure, we can notice the highest use of each one 
of the three shield categories in CARE, which has considerably higher scores than the 
other corpora. This reveals an obvious tendency of Albanians to use subjective-explicit 
forms and hedge their relation towards the given information. This fairly frequent usage 
of shields by Albanian students of English shows “a scholarly orderliness in their 
representation of knowledge”, as Prince et al. (1980: 25) acknowledged. 
 
 
Figure 23: Relative frequencies of the three shield functions for all hedging lexical 
verbs found in each corpus per 1.000.000 words. 
 
After the discussion on the main results based on the three shield categories, more 
specific rates from the corpora will be compared. In Figure 23, the most outstanding rate 
(382.94) was discovered for attribution shields in CARE. This shows a high interaction 
with other sources by toning down related claims. It is also interesting how Italians 
preferred to use relatively more plausibility and impersonal shields in L1 than L2 and 
they showed a completely opposite tendency for attribution shields. However, it needs 
to be admitted that the differences are not very notable. As for Albanians, they 
employed considerably more lexemes belonging to the three shield categories in their 
L2 than in their L1. This is especially noticeable for plausibility shields, where 
Albanians in L1 had the lowest score from the other corpora. The more frequent use of 
shields by Albanians in their L2 as compared to their L1 may be related to a better 
adherence to the current English-speaking scientific community which commonly 
encourages the usage of hedges in general. This practice belongs to ‘skilful scientific 
writing’ (Hyland 1998a: 79). However, it may also indicate a difference between 
Albanian and English in the types of lexemes used to hedge. In addition, Albanians 
chose to impersonalize their hedges more frequently than Italians. This can be somehow 
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expected because “Albanian students have for long been encouraged to use [..] 
impersonal forms of addressing […] to approach their own study” (Panajoti 2015: 177). 
There is also a similar amount of attribution shields in CAR and CIAOE. Both Table 50 
and Figure 23 contained no clear overall differences between the frequent categories of 
attribution and plausibility. The only clear difference was the much lower usage of 
impersonal hedges. While Table 54 and Figure 23 showed various results and general 
tendencies in the usage of the three shield categories, it is relevant to see how these 
categories show a strong internal variation within the same lexeme. This will be shown 
in Figure 24. 
The comparison of the lemmas SEEM and SUGGEST reveals an outstanding difference 
(see Figure 24) between the two in terms of shield categories. While the category of 
attribution shields is either extremely rare or absent for SEEM, it is by far the most 
frequent category for suggest. In fact, suggest is in about 90% of the cases an attribution 
shield. Some interesting collocations of suggest as an attribution shield were Latest 
results suggest, Great Britain suggested and Its title suggests. People are normally the 
agents who suggest rather than results or states or titles. Though, the usage of such 
collocations is not very uncommon, as a few examples (evidence/behavior suggests) 
from LDOCE show. The remaining 8-13% from the usages of suggest was divided by 
impersonal shields and plausibility shields. 
 
 
Figure 24: A pairwise comparison of the three shield functions for the lemmas SEEM and 
SUGGEST in terms of percentages. 
 
The extremely more frequent use of SUGGEST as an attribution shield demonstrates that 
authors rather hedged other sources instead of hedging their commitment or 
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impersonalizing their statements. This may be related to a reluctance to use explicit 
forms, the contexts where SUGGEST is usually found and the nature of the word SUGGEST 
itself, which seems more fitting for 3rd person pronouns. SEEM showed a strong 
connection to the plausible reasoning of the writers of the analyzed academic texts. 
Collocations from CARE such as It seems logical to me and This fact seems to indicate 
belong to this category. However, unless it seems would be followed by to me or refer to 
a previously mentioned subject or object, it would usually be ranked as an impersonal 
shield. SEEM was frequently used as an impersonal shield, particularly in CAR. SEEM as 
an attribution shield had an extremely low frequency in CAR, CARE and CIAO and 
absent in CIAOE. Collocations such as sembra a Pip (it seems to Pip) or ti sembrava (it 
seemed to you) were not primary choices of the authors. One of the reasons for the 
strong variation within SEEM is related to the way SEEM is naturally used with the 
impersonal it form. 
In conclusion, the analysis revealed striking differences between BELIEVE, SEEM and 
SUGGEST and very similar usages between the two nationalities and between their L1 and 
L2. The results of the lemma BELIEVE show a clear tendency of Albanians and Italians to 
attribute beliefs to other researchers, sources or people in general. They seem to prefer 
hedging other sources by using forms such as X believes, rather than expressing direct (I 
believe) or impersonal commitment (it is believed). While the orientation towards 
attribution shields is so strong for BELIEVE, it became obvious how other hedges such as 
SEEM revealed completely different results. The main point is that it is not advisable to 
draw final conclusions on the frequency of attribution, plausibility and impersonal 
shields, as Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 23) did. Comparisons of individual items (e.g. SEEM, 
SUGGEST and BELIEVE) can reveal a great variation within different hedges. The 
comparison of Albanians with Italians revealed almost identical results for SUGGEST and 
very similar ones for SEEM. This supports my initial claims (see section 1) on the 
similarity between the two academic cultures based on their historical relations and 
geographical closeness. However, other factors such as the nature of these lexemes may 
have also influenced the results. In terms of L1-L2, it can be seen that the results are 
also very similar. As for other results in this quantitative subsection, in terms of hedges, 
boosters or their subcategories, there are no major differences in their usage between the 
L1 and English writing. This is a major point that emerged from the analysis. 
Most of the comparisons of this subsection included several striking differences. 
Unfortunately, the comparison of adaptors and rounders only included notable 
differences in CARE and partly, CIAO. The next subsection returns to the discussion of 
these approximative subcategories by revealing an even deeper categorization than 
adaptors and rounders.  
5.2.3.1.2. The quantitative results of the five approximative meanings of 
quantity, frequency, degree, limitation and probability 
Since rounders modify measurement or numerical domains, they can be further 
categorized as rounders of frequency and quantity. Adaptors can be usually categorized 
as adaptors of degree, limitation and probability. As these categorizations are obviously 
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context-dependent and often overlap, it is important to see how most of the analyzed 
approximators function based on these categorizations. 
In Table 55, the three most frequent categories are quantity, limitation and degree. In 
CAR, CARE and CIAOE, there is a considerably more frequent use of quantity 
approximators than the other categories whereas in CIAO, the highest score pertains to 
degree approximators. This reveals a generally higher relation of approximators with 
quantitative information, which conforms to the studies of several researchers (Channell 
1994; Lakoff 1970; Sadock 1977) who presented many examples of the co-occurrence 
of approximators with measurement or numerical domains. However, it appeared that 
approximators were not only bound to measurement or numerical domains, but they 
frequently indicated an approximative degree or limitation, while modifying various 
lexemes. This shows a flexibility of approximators and the way Albanian and Italian 
students used them.  
 
sequence  H category CAR CARE CIAO CIAOE 
  rel. freq. rel. freq. rel. freq. rel. freq. 
subcat. 1 adaptor 148.76 129.81 78.47 67.45 
subcat. 1.1 degree 80.07 56.79 43.44 38.59 
subcat. 1.2 limitation 68.26 73.02 35.36 28.86 
subcat. 1.3 probability  0 0  0  0  
subcat. 2 rounder 182.89 253.12 32.67 73.22 
subcat. 2.1 frequency 14.00 6.49 6.40 3.97 
subcat. 2.1 quantity 169.33 246.63 25.93 69.25 
Table 55: Relative frequencies per 1.000.000 words of the approximators ALMOST, 
NEARLY and APPROXIMATELY according to their approximative meanings. 
 
The previously mentioned differences in Table 55 will be discussed in more detail. The 
table reveals small differences between adaptors and rounders for CAR and CIAOE. 
There are some considerable differences as shown in the contrast between the categories 
of quantity and frequency. The comparison between adaptors of degree and limitation 
reveals a prevalence of degree in CAR, CIAO and CIAOE and the opposite for CARE. 
This is surprising since the category of limitation is broad, in the sense that it can 
modify various word classes such as verbs, nouns and adjectives. Degree approximators 
mostly precede and modify adjectives. For rounders, the difference between quantity 
approximators and frequency approximators is extremely high, in favor of quantity 
approximators. This shows how novice writers did not often approximate frequencies 
(by using e.g. almost always, nearly periodical), but rather offered approximated 
quantities (by using e.g. almost 50 people).  
Table 56 below shows the various functions of the approximator PROBABLY. While it 
is clear that PROBABLY almost always works as a probability adaptor, it can also express 
approximative degree, frequency and quantity. It, however, cannot express limitation in 
any way. This is the only difference to the previous Table 56, where, as in the following 
Table 56, approximators of quantity and degree had higher frequencies than the ones of 
limitation and frequency. While instances of PROBABLY such as He will probably 
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succeed were recognized as probability approximators, others such as probably 
higher/lower were mostly ranked as quantity approximators. This demonstrates again 
the large variety of contexts in which PROBABLY was used by Albanian and Italian 
writers.  
 
sequence H category CAR CARE CIAO CIAOE 
  rel. freq.   rel. freq.   rel. freq.   rel. freq.   
subcat. 1 adaptor 30.63 37.32 45.46 46.89 
subcat. 1.1 degree 4.81 9.74 4.38 6.85 
subcat. 1.2 limitation 0 0 0 0 
subcat. 1.3 probability 26.25 27.58 41.09 40.04 
subcat. 2 rounder 4.38 1.62 2.36 5.05 
subcat. 2.1 frequency 0.44 0  0.34   0  
subcat. 2.2 quantity 3.50 1.62 2.02 5.05 
Table 56: Relative frequencies per 1.000.000 words of PROBABLY according to its     
approximative meanings. 
 
This subsection provided a broad and useful discussion on various semantic and 
pragmatic categories such as the three shield types and the approximative categories.  
5.2.4. The quantitative results of the semantic categories of three hedges 
and boosters  
As subsection 5.1.3 provides a discussion of many interesting semantic categories and 
contextualized examples, the current subsection deals with the quantitative distribution 
of such categories of three different hedges and boosters. Though, a few lexemes from 
my list only had one semantic category recognized from the ten monolingual and 
bilingual dictionaries that I checked, many of them had multiple hedging or boosting 
meanings. Duket (Albanian equiv. for seem) had, for example, about ten meanings in 
context. Firstly, there will be a discussion of the results from the analysis of the 
semantic categories of the hedges SEEM and PROBABLY. Secondly, there will be a 
discussion of three semantic categories from the booster SIGNIFICANTLY.  
To discuss the results from the analysis of SEEM and PROBABLY, it is necessary to 
briefly discuss their categories and the scope of this comparison itself. I chose to present 
a comparison of SEEM and PROBABLY (see Figure 25) since I have adopted a division 
state vs. action for both of them. This means that the semantic categories of ‘likely 
(un)true’ and ‘impression of state’ equally assign probability levels to states as in is 
probably/probably due to and seems to be/seems positive. The other two categories of 
‘likely (not) happen’ and ‘(cannot) seem to act’ equally cover actions or general 
occurrences in the world as in probably succeeds/probably improved and seemed to 
influence/seems to produce.  
From a general point of view, the categories of PROBABLY and SEEM expressing states 
were generally higher than the more dynamic ones related to actions and happenings 
(see Figure 25). This hints at the presence of a sort of philosophical and factual 
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orientation of Italians and Albanians, which is revealed by the surrounding context of 
PROBABLY. This sort of orientation might have been primed from their L1 to their L2, 
since state-related categories prevail in both of them. While using PROBABLY, Italians 
were much more inclined towards expressing ‘likely true or untrue states/aspects’ than 
Albanians. Despite the closer relation of SEEM and PROBABLY with descriptions of states, 
the relation of these two lexemes with actions and general happenings should not be 
overlooked.  
 
 
Figure 25: The similarly divided semantic categories of PROBABLY and the lemma SEEM 
as hedges and their relative frequencies in the four corpora per 1.000.000 
words. 
 
This paragraph includes a brief L1 and L2 comparison of SEEM and PROBABLY. As 
shown in Figure 25, each semantic category of these two lexemes was almost always 
more frequent in CARE than CAR but always more frequent in CIAO than CIAOE. 
This is a notable contrast. Albanians had a more frequent use of PROBABLY in relation to 
states or aspects in their L2 than their L1. On a different level, the semantic category 
‘likely (not) happened’ (of PROBABLY) had relatively higher scores in L1 than L2 
writings for both Albanians and Italians. For the lemma SEEM, CARE and CIAO showed 
a notably higher occurrence of ‘impression of state’ as compared to CAR and CIAOE. 
The same occurred for the category ‘(cannot) seem to act.’ From an L1-L2 comparison 
of the categories of the lemma SEEM, it can be seen that Albanians employed them with 
a considerably higher amount in their L2 than in their L1. In contrast, Italians employed 
these categories much more in their L1 than in their L2.  
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There are some general points on SEEM that are partly connected to Figure 25 above 
as they concern an additional semantic category of this lexeme. The same lexeme can be 
a hedge, non-hedge or even a booster. The following relative frequencies are per 
1.000.000 words. There were 90.57 occurrences of the Albanian lemma duket (seem) as 
a hedge in CAR. In addition, there were 21.44 instances which were excluded from the 
analysis due to their non-hedging function. Moreover, there were 0.88 unclear instances. 
The number of excluded instances confirms the high flexibility of this Albanian word, 
which can express more than ten different meanings. Yet, it needs to be mentioned that 
13.81 of the instances of duket were excluded because they were found within direct 
quotes. What is more striking about duket is its considerable occurrence of 28.44 times 
as a booster. As I have previously explained, this type of usage implies ‘obvious/it can 
be clearly seen.’  
The previous discussion concentrated on hedging devices. On the boosting side, the 
occurrences of the three equally important categories of SIGNIFICANTLY reveal interesting 
statistical differences (see Figure 26). The three semantic meanings of SIGNIFICANTLY as 
a booster express either a SM (significant manner as in significantly influence/improve), 
SS (statistical significance as in significantly increases/lower) or SMM (special 
meaning: meaningful as in significantly, didn't say/was able to). These acronyms are 
solely related to Figure 26, which divides the three categories into three rows, in relation 
to the corpora. 
The most frequently used category across the corpora is definitely SM. Yet, in CAR, 
Albanians have employed more the SS category, which was only slightly lower than 
SM in CIAO and CIAOE. A striking aspect of Figure 26 is also the absence of the 
SMM category for CIAO, CAR and CARE. In these three corpora, there was no usage 
of SIGNIFICANTLY to convey a special meaning or meaningfulness. This category of 
SIGNIFICANTLY was exclusively prominent in CIAOE, where authors offered unique 
examples in a fronted position in Literature and Economy texts. It is also surprising how 
all the categories have notably less frequent occurrences in CIAO compared to CIAOE, 
whereas the Albanian corpora are in-between. This is partly influenced by the lack of an 
equal epistemic form for SIGNIFICANTLY in Italian and my analysis of sensibilmente.  
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Figure 26: The three semantic categories of SIGNIFICANTLY as a booster and their relative 
frequencies across the corpora per 1.000.000 words. 
 
In this paragraph, the most relevant findings from PROBABLY and SEEM will be 
summarized. The L1-L2 comparison for PROBABLY revealed that each semantic category 
was almost always more frequent in CARE than CAR, but always more frequent in 
CIAO compared to CIAOE. This is an interesting feature of the corpora. Albanians had 
a more frequent use of PROBABLY in relation to states or discriptions of aspects in their 
L2. This reveals the stronger correlation that Albanians established between PROBABLY 
and non-active states, occurrences, facts and opinions in their L2. They attached a 
medium level of probability to positive (it is) and negative (it is not) polarity. On a 
different level, the semantic category ‘likely (not) happened’ had relatively higher 
scores in the L1 writings for both Albanians and Italians. This indicates that Italians and 
Albanians placed PROBABLY more frequently in contexts presenting different activities 
or general occurrences. For the lemma SEEM, CARE and CIAO showed a notably higher 
occurrence of ‘impression of state’ as compared to CAR and CIAOE. The same 
occurred for the category ‘(cannot) seem to act.’ From the L1 versus L2 comparison of 
the categories of the lemma SEEM, it can be seen that Albanians employed them with a 
considerably higher amount in their L2. In contrast, Italians employed these categories 
much more in their L1.  
To conclude on the main results on SIGNIFICANTLY, authors showed a high level of 
flexibility, by interchangeably using it in qualitative (SM and SMM) and quantitative 
(SS) contexts. Albanians and Italians made a considerable use of both the SM and SS 
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categories with slight quantitative differences between them. This shows that the 
booster SIGNIFICANTLY perfectly functions in totally different contexts by conveying 
various semantic meanings. Its semantic meanings showed a strong correlation to the 
division authorial versus propositional, in a way that if SIGNIFICANTLY belonged to SS, it 
would probably be an intensifier. Moreover, if SIGNIFICANTLY belonged to the SM 
category, it would most likely be an emphasizer. However, there were numerous 
exceptional cases from this correlation and the surrounding context played a more 
important role than the semantic categories. The presence of the SMM category showed 
an interesting alternative use of significantly in CIAOE, which remains unknown for 
Italians in their L1 and Albanians. 
The overall results from the quantitative analysis of the hedges SEEM and PROBABLY 
as well as the booster SIGNIFICANTLY constitute new evidence for the semantic features 
of these lexemes. While the comparison of SEEM with PROBABLY shed light on a stronger 
orientation towards ‘state’ rather than ‘act/occurrence’, the semantic categories of 
SIGNIFICANTLY did not reveal strong differences within each corpus. These very useful 
semantic characteristics, which help ranking hedges and boosters, have often been 
neglected in previous research on modalization. Moreover, it was shown that there are 
general similarities between the two nationalities such as the most frequent use of the 
SM category of SIGNIFICANTLY or the previously mentioned prevalence of ‘state’ rather 
than ‘act/occurrence’ for SEEM and PROBABLY. However, there were also several 
differences, especially when comparing the L1 corpora with the English corpora. These 
differences conform to the predictions of Hyland (2003) and other researchers on L1-L2 
differences in writing. 
 
5.2.5. The quantitative results of concepts of SFG related to hedges and 
boosters 
5.2.5.1. The quantitative distribution of direct and transferred negatives 
within all approximators and bi-clausal realizations 
It is necessary to establish a connection between different types of negative polarity, 
modality and intensity. Therefore, the results of negative polarity for all intensity 
adjuncts of degree or intensifiers will be compared with the ones for all bi-clausal 
realizations. In the following Table 57, the quantitative distribution of direct and 
transferred negative polarity within all selected bi-clausal realizations such as I believe, 
X is suggesting, we proved, it seems and the results demonstrated will be presented. 
After that, the attention will be given to the completely opposite results from the 
intensity adjuncts of degree or intensifiers. 
The analysis of negative polarity proved the prevalence of direct negatives as 
compared to transferred negatives. I chose to display the results from bi-clausal 
realizations because they show direct and transferred negatives very explicitily (I do not 
believe that X is…, I believe that X is not…). For this type of hedges and boosters, 
Albanians and Italians chose to express commitment or lack of commitment towards the 
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negation of the proposition rather than negate their modal assessments themselves. In 
simple terms, direct negatives were considerably more frequent than transferred 
negatives for bi-clausal realizations in all corpora. Writers did not employ collocations 
such as X researcher does not prove/demonstrate as often as they employed 
collocations such as X researcher demonstrated that X method is not effective or more 
persuasively and explicitly, I demonstrated that, despite its general usefulness, X 
method from X theoretician was not effective in contexts of… Moreover, there was not a 
frequent use of transferred negatives for CERTAINLY and POSSIBLY, which are frequently 
mentioned as examples of the high and low value points by Halliday and Matthiessen 
(cf. 2014: 691-697). I also expected the direct negatives to prevail within lexical verbs, 
as part of bi-clausal realizations.  
 
corpus negative polarity 
type 
 
 direct transferred total 
CAR 22.32 6.12 28.44 
CARE 81.14 8.11 89.25 
CIAO 29.30 18.18 47.48 
CIAOE 23.81 5.76 29.57 
Table 57: Relative frequencies of the direct and transferred negatives of all bi-clausal 
realizations in my corpora per 1.000.000 words. 
 
While direct negatives prevailed for bi-clausal realizations in all corpora, the difference 
in frequency between direct and transferred negative polarity is completely reversed in 
the case of intensifiers. Authors seemed to have a much higher preference for 
transferred negatives as compared to direct negatives. The group of intensifiers includes 
COMPLETELY, ENTIRELY and TOTALLY. The modality of these author-related intensifiers 
was frequently negated by Italian and Albanian students with transferred negative forms 
such as NOT COMPLETELY, NOT ENTIRELY and NOT TOTALLY. If we focus on Table 58, the 
most frequent use of transferred negative polarity in all corpora is obvious. The 
considerable use of transferred negatives may reveal a reluctance to express a total 
intensity in writing or a refined way of using scientific language.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 58: Relative frequencies of the direct and transferred negatives of all intensifiers 
across the corpora per 1.000.000 words. 
 
corpus negative polarity 
type 
 
 direct transferred total 
CAR 2.63 28.44 31.07 
CARE 9.74 25.96 35.70 
CIAO 11.12 27.95 39.07 
CIAOE 13.71 46.53 60.24 
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The completely opposite results from Table 57 and 58 are surprising, despite the fact 
that the differences displayed in Table 58 are slightly smaller than the ones in Table 57. 
While direct negatives prevailed for all bi-clausal realizations, transferred negatives 
were considerably higher for all intensifiers across the corpora. It is not uncommon to 
find novice writers using more Marco believed…not rather than Marco does not believe 
in academic writing, but the higher use of NOT COMPLETELY, NOT ENTIRELY etc. is 
surprising. The considerable use of transferred negatives for intensifiers may reflect a 
reluctance to convey a total intensity in writing. It may also reflect a more refined way 
of using scientific language than simply using the positive term. Students chose, for 
example, to use X is not completely true rather than X is partly true. In this way, they 
probably wanted to emphasize the closeness of the truthfulness of X to the absolute 
degree. For the L1-L2 comparison, there is a clear pattern showing that transferred 
negatives were much more frequent in each L1 and L2 corpus concerning intensifiers 
and direct negatives were much more frequent in each L1 and L2 corpus concerning bi-
clausal realizations. As with other results of my quantitative analysis, it shows similar 
competence, knowledge, metadiscoursive strategies etc. between these close academic 
cultures, expressed in their L1 and L2 (English) writings. There were, of course, some 
differences such as the higher number of direct negatives in CARE but they do not 
change the general pattern that was previously mentioned. The next subsection focuses 
on another relevant aspect of hedges and boosters, namely syntactic positioning. 
5.2.5.2. The quantitative results of different syntactic positioning 
categories of two boosters across the corpora 
The following Figures (28 and 29) summarize all types of positioning that I used for my 
analysis. I have chosen to display two boosters (OBVIOUSLY and OF COURSE), which 
showed differences within the same lexeme and between the lexemes. It will be 
interesting to first see the results of OBVIOUSLY and then the very different results of OF 
COURSE. The results will be presented in horizontal diagrams that enable readers to 
better notice and compare the rarely used positioning categories with the most 
frequently used ones.  
The discussion will concentrate on the results from the emphasizer OBVIOUSLY (see 
Figure 27). The results show a higher rate of the neutral, thematic and fronted positions. 
They also show a higher score of neutral positioning as compared to thematic 
positioning in CIAOE and CAR. While in CIAOE the difference is small, in CAR, 
authors have used OBVIOUSLY in a neutral positioning about three times more (63.01 vs. 
15.75) than in a thematic one. In contrast to these results, the thematic positioning 
prevailed in CIAO and CARE. Here, there is no large difference in CIAO, but there are 
substantially more instances in a thematic positioning in CARE as its rate was circa four 
times higher (43.81 vs. 12.98) than the neutral positioning. What is also clear from the 
table, is the high correlation between thematic and fronted. If a lexeme is fronted, it is 
automatically thematic. Whereas, if a lexeme is thematic, it does not necessarily mean 
that it is fronted because the former anticipates the clause while the later anticipates the 
whole clause complex. That is why it is interesting to discover the almost equal amounts 
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of these two categories in CIAO, CIAOE and CARE. It appears that Italians and 
Albanians in English really preferred to emphasize OBVIOUSLY in their writings. It also 
means that they have a clear tendency to express it in an objective-explicit way, since 
syntactic positioning has a very high correlation with orientation and manifestation. By 
leading the readers in the right direction, students chose to often show from the 
beginning that certain effects, results and the like are clear and easy to perceive. 
However, this was not the case in CAR. The low score of the thematic positioning 
(15.75) and even lower score of fronted positioning (3.5) are more related to the 
awkwardness of placing dukshëm (obviously) in a fronted positioning than a personal 
choice of the writers. While the position categories in parentheses and afterthought or 
final were almost absent in all corpora, the category medial scored a low rate in most of 
them. The only exception was CIAO, where medial has the second highest score (26.94) 
next to thematic. This was also transmitted into a higher rate (28.63) of the parenthetic 
positioning, since the two categories have a bilateral influence on each other. 
 
 
Figure 27: Relative frequencies of the different types of syntactic positioning for OBVI-
OUSLY in the four corpora per 1.000.000 words. 
 
The next Figure 28 contains quite different results (as compared to the results for 
OBVIOUSLY) from the syntactic positioning of OF COURSE. Thematic positioning is the 
most preferred choice in all corpora apart from CAR. This is very different from 
OBVIOUSLY, where neutral and thematic were jointly the most preferred positions in 
different corpora. The frequent use of thematic is also related to the frequent use of OF 
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COURSE in a fronted positioning. The neutral category remains relatively high, but it has 
less than half of the amount of these two categories in CIAOE and CARE. Interestingly, 
neutral has the highest score in CAR, with patjetër (of course) being used only twice in 
a fronted positioning. While its generally rare occurrence in CAR influences the results, 
it is also true that patjetër is slightly different from OF COURSE and it is not preferably 
used as fronted or thematic from native Albanian speakers. As in the case of OBVIOUSLY, 
the categories afterthought and in parentheses were either extremely low or absent in all 
corpora. What is different compared to OBVIOUSLY is that the medial positioning is high 
in CIAO, CIAOE and CARE. The parenthetic positioning is also frequent in these three 
corpora and it is even more preferred than neutral and medial in CIAOE. Albanian and 
Italian student writers appeared to frequently place OF COURSE in between commas to 
express an objective-explicit orientation and manifestation. This may also establish a 
more direct link between the writer and the function expressed by OF COURSE, which 
results in a higher commitment of the author towards the given information. The 
different nature of patjetër, despite its similar meaning to of course and the Italian 
naturalmente and di certo, notably influenced the absence of the parenthetic positioning 
in CAR. From my perspective, patjetër is naturally followed by që (that) rather than 
commas or parentheses. These were the interesting results from OF COURSE, in 
comparison to OBVIOUSLY.  
 
 
Figure 28: Relative frequencies of the different types of syntactic positionings for OF 
COURSE in the four corpora per 1.000.000 words.  
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To summarize, these two figures gave a small insight into the analysis of the syntactic 
positioning of all selected hedges and boosters across my corpora. They were chosen 
due to the interesting results and differences between OF COURSE and OBVIOUSLY. As it 
was shown, the language, the item itself, the degree of commitment that authors want to 
place and the authors’ general perception are all factors that have an influence on the 
syntactic positioning of a certain hedge or booster. It could also be seen how the 
positioning categories such as medial, parenthetic, in parenthses and fronted, that I 
added to the analysis, were relatively preferred choices across the corpora. Lastly, the 
syntactic positioning of a modal assessment has a strong correlation to its orientation 
and manifestation. This is also shown in the following subsection of orientation and 
manifestation. 
5.2.5.3. The quantitative distribution of orientation and manifestation 
across the corpora 
One of the most relevant aspects of modal assessments such as hedges and boosters is 
the combination between their orientation and manifestation. Since this aspect was 
discussed in detail in subsection 5.2.1, only a case study of SURELY will be presented 
here. This case study will be briefly discussed and then compared to other usages (e.g. 
OBVIOUSLY). This can provide readers with a clear idea of the different possible 
categories and their actual distribution for the booster SURELY. 
A few comments will be made on the formal aspects of Figure 29 below. I chose this 
type of display because I considered it as a way to present all results closer to each 
other. The percentages that are presented in two circles can be directly distinguished and 
compared by the reader. To better interpret the results from the figure, it is necessary to 
specify that the circles on the right represent the Albanian corpora while the circles on 
the left stand for the Italian corpora. The smaller circles represent the L2 corpora 
whereas the outer ones refer to the L1 corpora. The darker and more intense colors and 
styles are always related to the ‘stronger’ objective-explicit forms whereas the lighter 
ones indicate the objective-implicit ones.  
The most outstanding aspects of this comparison (see Figure 29 below) are the 
frequent use of SURELY as objective-explicit by Albanians (in their L1) and the 
substantially frequent use of it as objective-implicit by Italians. The only exception is 
CARE, which shows equal percentages for both categories. However, the relative 
frequencies in this corpus are very small to draw accurate conclusions. Apart from this, 
Italians show a clear orientation towards implicit ways of expressing themselves by 
using surely as an adverbial in a neutral or medial position. In contrast, Albanians 
convey certainty more explicitly by using SURELY in a rather ‘aggressive’ and more 
author-related manner. In other words, they frequently placed SURELY either in 
parentheses or in a fronted or parenthetic location. This would normally contribute to its 
ranking as an objective-explicit booster, since syntactic positioning is an essential factor 
that shapes orientation and manifestation.  
The difficulty in interpreting the results presented in the previous paragraph is 
related to the following question: Why would Albanians employ more objective-explicit 
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forms of SURELY and Italians more objective-implicit forms, considering that both 
academic cultures are generally known as explicit and confident (cultural stereotype, 
based on interviews with teachers)? There are various answers to this question which 
jointly aim at explaining this difference. Since SURELY expresses a lower degree of 
certainty than forms such as WITHOUT ANY DOUBT, it may retain a higher flexibility in 
terms of implicitness and explicitness. Moreover, the way the equivalents of surely 
function in Albanian and Italian may have an impact in the different occurrences of 
orientation and manifestation across the corpora. Albanian students might have chosen 
to show their full commitment and confidence by boosting their clause complexes with 
the more explicit SURELY. Italians might have even expressed their commitment and 
predicted confidence more explicitly with other lexemes rather than SURELY. These 
lexemes will be presented in the next paragraph. 
 
  *Italian Azzurri      *Albanian Kuqezi 
Figure 29: The percentages of the manifestation and orientation of SURELY in the four 
corpora. 
 
In this paragraph, the frequencies of SURELY will be compared to the opposite results of 
OF COURSE and OBVIOUSLY. Figure 29 showed a very frequent use of SURELY as implicit 
compared to a very rare use as explicit in CIAO. In an opposite manner, Italians 
employed more objective explicit than objective-implicit forms of ovviamente 
(obviously), of course and its Italian equivalents naturalmente and certo (followed by a 
comma). The following relative frequencies are per 1.000.000 words. Naturalmente and 
certo jointly had a score of 31.99 as objective-explicit and 28.29 as objective-implicit. 
The difference was very striking in the usage of OF COURSE, where Italians of CIAOE 
used it explicitly with a relative frequency of 50.50 and implicitly with only 20.20. In a 
similar manner, they employed explicit forms of ovviamente with a relative frequency 
of 46.47 and implicit forms of the adverb with only 30.65. The English version 
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obviously showed very small differences in frequencies for both categories in CIAOE. It 
can be seen that there are opposite patterns of usage for the previously mentioned 
lexemes concerning orientation and manifestation. However, the patterns are similar in 
terms of L1 and L2 differences. These two aspects will be briefly discussed in the next 
paragraph. 
To conclude, three aspects are worth discussing in detail, namely the opposite results 
for orientation and manifestation for the lexemes mentioned above, the opposite results 
between Albanians and Italians in the usage of SURELY and the similar results between 
L1 and L2 usages of this lexeme. The variable of manifestation revealed opposite results 
for SURELY, OBVIOUSLY and OF COURSE across the Italian corpora. While SURELY was 
much more implicit in the Italian corpora, OBVIOUSLY and OF COURSE were more explicit 
in CIAO. The results of SURELY, OBVIOUSLY and OF COURSE indicate a higher preference 
by Italians to express asseverative obviousness and naturalness in a more direct manner 
and sureness more implicitly. However, the features of obviously, of course and their 
equivalents may have also influenced these results. OF COURSE is, for instance, often 
used in parentheses, as a pause unit of the clause complex, which the authors may want 
to emphasize. The results were also striking for the comparison of SURELY in the 
Albanian and Italian corpora. It emerged that Italians convey sureness more implicitly 
whereas Albanians may relate sureness with explicitness when writing in their mother 
tongue. While this represents a notable difference between the two nationalities in the 
usage of SURELY, the results of CARE are not very different from the results of the 
Italian corpora. Apart from these opposite results, the results for SURELY showed how 
this lexeme was used in the same way in the L1 and L2 writings. While it was equally 
more implicit in Italian and Italian English, it was more explicit in the Albanian L1 and 
half implicit, half explicit in Albanian English. This reveals that students showed the 
same cognitive skills and knowledge or “preferences for ways of organizing texts” in 
their L1 and L2. This is different from what Hyland (2003: 31) noticed. 
5.2.5.4. The prosody of modality with a specific focus on harmonic and 
non-harmonic types of clustering 
This subsection presents the distribution of the phenomenon that is labelled as either 
‘prosody of modalization’ (Halliday 1970, 1979, cited in Halliday and Matthiessen 
2014: 177), ‘clustering’ (cf. Hyland 1998a: 150-153) or ‘harmonic’ and ‘non-harmonic 
combinations’ (Halliday 1970; Hyland 1998a; Lyons 1977). For the quantitative 
analysis of more than 20 hedges and boosters, I have separated four lexemes that show 
interesting distributions. The group consists of the hedging lexical verb SUGGEST, the 
boosting lexical verb PROVE, the hedging adverb PROBABLY, the intensifier COMPLETELY 
and SIGNIFICANTLY. Their results will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 
The results of those four lexemes indicated in Table 59 will be compared to reveal 
the most frequently and least frequently co-occuring lexemes or word classes as well as 
some of the lexemes with which they collocated. The adverb PROBABLY and the lexical 
verb SUGGEST were the lexemes that co-occurred most often with other hedges and 
boosters. The lexical verb SUGGEST frequently co-occurred with the hedges MAY, MIGHT 
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and COULD, and boosters such as FACT and EVIDENCE. The adverb PROBABLY frequently 
clustered with the hedges WOULD and COULD and the boster FACT. This shows that 
adverbs and lexical verbs can similarly show a high rate of clustering within modality. 
The intensifying adverb COMPLETELY was the lexeme that co-occurred the least with 
other hedges and boosters. The rare co-occurrence of intensifiers and approximators 
with other hedges and boosters mainly derives from their narrower scope than 
emphasizers and shields. In many cases, they rather fell in the scope of other 
emphasizers and shields. For a co-ocurrence to be considered a harmonic or non-
harmonic combination, it should include a dependency relation (scope). The overall 
total of clusters for SUGGEST in CARE, followed by the clusters of PROVE in CARE and 
PROBABLY in CIAOE, were the highest single scores from Table 59. The lowest single 
scores belonged to the overall clustering of COMPLETELY in CARE. 
 
corpus cluster type   lexeme  
 
 SUGGEST 
 
PROVE COMPLETELY PROBABLY 
CAR cluster with B 6.56 22.31 3.06 14.88 
 cluster with H 18.81 9.19 9.19 28.88 
 overall total 25.37 31.50 12.25 43.76 
CARE cluster with B 22. 72 37.32 1.62 16.23 
 cluster with H 64.90 22.72 6.49 37.32 
 overall total 87.62 60.04 8.11 53.55 
CIAO cluster with B 8.08 3.37 2.69 16.84 
 cluster with H 18.52 7.07 10.10 47.48 
 overall total 26.60 10.44 12.79 64.32 
CIAOE cluster with B 6.13 14.07 4.69 22.72 
 cluster with H 30.30 17.31 20.92 28.13 
 overall total 36.43 31.38 25.61 50.85 
Table 59: Relative frequencies of harmonic and non-harmonic types of clustering for 
four different lexical verbs and adverbs per 1.000.000 words. 
 
Having discussed and compared the results from different word classes and lexemes, it 
is also interesting to see which type of clustering was more frequent for the selected 
lexemes, harmonic and non-harmonic clustering. This allows implications regarding the 
un/certainty attributed to the clause complex. The hedge SUGGEST co-occurred with 
other hedges substantially more than with other boosters. This is also shown in Table 
59. The same occurred for PROBABLY, whith a smaller difference between the two 
clustering types in CIAOE and CARE. It seems that writers did not chose to present 
distinct (high, medium and low) levels of author commitment within the same clause 
complex where a hedge was found. They rather expressed a lower level of commitment 
towards different parts of their clause complexes where different shields and 
approximators co-occurred. Possibly, this ensured a better flow to the clause complex. 
As for boosters, the lemma PROVE mostly co-occurred with boosters in the Albanian 
corpora and it co-occurred with hedges in the Italian corpora. Different from other 
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analyzed boosters, COMPLETELY showed a considerably higher co-occurrence with other 
hedges than other boosters. This is partly due to its high co-occurrence with ALMOST in 
the collocation ALMOST COMPLETELY. SIGNIFICANTLY similarly co-occurred more with 
other hedges in CIAO and CARE. The same is the case with PROVE in CIAOE. 
However, the differences are not very big. 
As it was shown, there was a notable prevalence of harmonic types of clustering for 
different hedges and boosters. This was equally shown in L1 and English writings 
hinting at the fact that from the novice writers applied successfully “linguistic and 
rhetorical conventions” across the analysed languages and these conventions did not 
“interfere with writing in the L2,” in contrast to what Connor (1996; cited in Hyland 
2003: 35) predicted. This is supported by the majority of L1-L2 contrasts for the 
Albanian and Italian corpora. It showed that there were even more clusters in English 
and not in their L1. Among numerous possible reasons for these occurrences, there is 
the highly modalized nature of English as well as the relatively successful usage of any 
type of clusters from novice writers in both the L1 and L2. In several occasions, non-
harmonic clusterings prevailed. This means that Albanian and Italian students mainly 
prefer to create a prosody of either hedges or boosters. They still frequently balance 
their clause complexes through non-harmonic combinations. Their choice depends on 
several aspects. It can be explained based on the factuality level of the clause complex, 
writers’ mastering of such lexemes, the nature of the items itself, the vertical power and 
institutional role of the writers, their personality and the like. It was also seen that 
shields (SUGGEST) and emphasizers (PROVE) are favored by their large scope to 
frequently co-occured with other hedge and booster types whereas mostly intensifiers 
such as COMPLETELY showed a generally lower co-ocurence with other modalization, 
modulation and degree devices due to their typically narrow scope. As expected, hedges 
and boosters tend to frequently create a prosody of modalization, which can be either 
harmonic or non-harmonic. Different hedging and boosting categories show very 
different frequencies of clustering. Finally, it needs to be mentioned that the frequencies 
of the clusters from Table 59 were generally low and only a few differences were 
striking. 
5.2.5.5. The quantitative results of the interrelation of hedges and 
boosters with other elements of the clause complex 
Hedges and boosters do not only co-occur with other modalization and modulation 
devices. They also co-occur or are interrelated with other elements of the clause 
complex or mood such as personal pronouns, superlatives and comparatives. This 
clustering often shows a bilateral effect for a hedge, booster and the co-occurring 
element in terms of author commitment and similar aspects. The interrelation of hedges 
and boosters with other elements is obviously meaning-based rather than syntactic. The 
interesting lemma PROVE has been selected for the initial discussion on the co-occurring 
personal pronouns in the form of subjects or objects with this booster. In the last part of 
the subsection, there will be a focus on the interaction of this lexeme with superlatives 
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or comparatives. This example is representative for all the lexemes, which I analysed in 
the same way.  
In Figure 30, it is clear that the most frequent personal pronoun by far is the 3rd 
person singular neutral (indicated as 1st P SG n), followed by the 3rd person plural 
neutral (indicated as 1st P PL n). I chose this type of display because I consider it as the 
most effective and simple way to present nine different categories. In this way, even the 
categories with smaller percentages could be seen and compared to others. As explained 
in subsection 4.8, neutral indicates that the subject or object either reveals no gender (in 
cases where only the surname of a person is specified e.g. Smith proves) in the analyzed 
clause complex or is an inanimate entity such as research, analysis, project etc. For the 
purposes of this study, it was not relevant to search for the gender of the mentioned 
persons ranked as neutral. It seems that the authors preferred to use prove in connection 
to neutral subjects. Some examples are the study, the results, the analysis, but also the 
researchers and Smith are included in this category due to the impossibility to define 
their gender for the purposes of this study. While researchers are general and can 
include both, males and females, Smith can be the surname of a person from any of the 
two genders. Similarly to PROVE, the combination 3rd person singular/plural 
neutral+DEMONSTRATE revealed interesting results from a qualitative perspective. An 
outstanding feature of CIAOE is that almost every instance of DEMONSTRATE co-occured 
with an inanimate entity (subject) as in the study demonstrate, the results demonstrate, 
it demonstrates, the analysis demonstrate, the excerpts demonstrate etc. It is interesting 
(though, it is acceptable) because demonstate is primarily an action related to human 
subjects such as e.g. I, they, X researchers.  
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Figure 30: Percentages of nine types of personal pronouns preceding the lemma PROVE 
in the four corpora. 
 
To return to the discussion on the lemma PROVE, the category 3rd person singular it 
(indicated as 3rd P SG it) was also frequently encountered in connection to it.  This is 
divided between impersonal forms of PROVE such as it is proven and referenced to 
previously mentioned subjects or objects as in Method Y was very effective because it 
proved to increase students’ results in written tests. What is striking is the high 
percentage of 1st person plurals (indicated as 1st P PL) in CAR (9.46%), CARE (4.65%) 
and mostly, CIAOE (20.09%). Albanians and Italians appear to use the plural WE form 
when they want to show evidence from their BA, MA, PhD theses or term papers. This 
can occur for various reasons such as cultural aspects, national conventions, personal 
aspects and other aspects, which goes beyond the purposes of this analysis. The 
Albanian and Italian (academic) cultures are commonly known as collective, which 
explains the absence of 1st person singular (indicated as 1st P SG) forms across the 
corpora. What is difficult to explain is the total absence of 1st person plurals (indicated 
as 1st P PL) in CIAO and their high (20.09%) percentage in CIAOE. Italians in CIAO 
avoided drawing personal references such as I prove, we proved. All Italians and 
Albanians interestingly avoided making personal links to evidence through the use of 3rd 
person singular forms such as I prove, I proved. The results from Albanian students 
confirm the claim by Panajoti (2015) who acknowledged that Albanian students have 
for long been encouraged to use plural forms rather than first person forms. The 
CAR
CARE
CIAO
CIAOE
3rd P SG n 3rd P PL n 3rd P PL f
3rd P PL m 3rd P SG n it 3rd P SG f
3rd P SG m 1st P SG 1st P PL
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categories 3rd person singular/plural female/male (indicated as 3rd P SG/PL f/m) which 
were addmitedly restricted by the non-identified gender of several 3rd person 
singular/plural neutrals were also very low in all corpora. This was a single example of 
how I investigated the relation of hedges and boosters to their objects or subjects. 
Though aspects of authority and mood are not primary for this study, it is useful to see 
modalization from a relatively wider perspective.  
In this wide perspective on modalization, I want to briefly explain how I compared 
the English corpora to reveal if hedges and boosters were occurring in superlative or 
comparative contexts. As a result, I have chosen to briefly describe the example of the 
booster PROVE. Out of such contexts, I selected the most prominent ones such as the 
comparatives more, less, -er and the superlatives -est and the most. As a minor aspect of 
my study, it can reveal if, for example, boosters co-occur with superlatives, which also 
express a kind of confidence or absolute values/quantities. Despite the very low co-
occurrence of the lemma prove with comparatives and superlatives, there were slightly 
more uses of prove+more (higher degree/quantity) in CIAOE (2.16 per 1.000.000 
words) and CARE (3.25), which also fits to the strong meaning of prove. In CIAOE, 
prove was never used with the lower comparison less. As an additional qualitative 
evidence, example 5.129 includes prove+the superlative more, right next to will. 
 
5.129 For instance, when considering the National Treatment or the Most-Favored-Nation 
standards, it will prove to be more challenging to demonstrate when exactly two legal 
entities are in ‘like’ or ‘similar’ circumstances, as […] (CIAOE14FPS_56) 
 
From the results from the interrelation of hedges and boosters with other elements of the 
clause complex, it can be concluded that the differences in usage across the nine 
analyzed personal pronouns related to PROVE are striking. The expected prevalance of 
3rd person singular/plural forms and the inclination of Albanians and Italians to employ 
plural WE forms in connection to PROVE reveal interesting features of their writing styles. 
Finally, a very brief explanation of the co-occurrence of hedges and boosters (e.g. 
PROVE) with superlative or comparative forms provides an additional perspective on 
these devices.  
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6. Conclusion 
The conclusion section is divided into three parts. Subsection 6.1 will summarize the 
main results of my study by focusing on the answers to all four research questions. 
Subsection 6.2 will introduce the main limitations of this study by focusing on the 
theoretical framework that was used as well as my methodology and the characteristics 
of my corpora. The last subsection 6.3 will present some suggestions for further 
research on the basis of the limitations and beyond. 
6.1. Summary of main results 
In academic knowledge construction, reinforcing (boosting) or weakening (hedging) the 
strength of propositions “is of enormous importance” because “it can influence the 
interpretation and acceptance of the propositional content by the intended audience as 
far as the reliability and accuracy of the content are concerned” (Akbas and Hardman 
2018: 834). Hedges and boosters constitute the author’s judgement on the presented 
information and can interestingly extend their interpersonal assessment beyond 
modality by even assessing intensity. (cf. Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 172) This 
study has focused on aspects of author’s commitment and Systemic Functional 
Grammar (also referred to as SFG) concepts related to hedges and boosters. For this 
purpose, four corpora of Albanian and Italian student academic writings in L1 and L2 
were compiled in order to find out the differences in the usage of modalization, 
modulation and degree devices. In the following paragraphs, the main findings of my 
study will be discussed by means of a sequential outline of the four research questions 
and related answers. A few paragraphs with related aspects after each research question 
will be added. These are not directly part of the respective research question but relate 
to the main focus of it. That is why it is more appropriate to directly add them instead of 
discussing these aspects after the fourth research question.  
The first research question was: What are the qualitative differences and overlaps in 
the use of hedges, boosters and their semantic and pragmatic subcategories across the 
corpora? The results showed that the same lexeme (SUGGEST, BELIEVE) can appear as 
both, as a hedge and booster, depending on the context. The dual functions of different 
lexemes as hedges (SUGGEST, BELIEVE, NOT ENTIRELY, NOT CLEARLY) and boosters 
(STRONGLY SUGGEST, STRONGLY/REALLY/TRULY BELIEVE) cover an underexplored area of 
research and emphasize the relevance of the context. Concerning the subcategories of 
hedges and boosters, there was a context-dependent overlap between the semantic 
(propositional) and pragmatic (authorial) categories as expressed within the same hedge 
(PROBABLY and KIND OF appearing as a shield and approximator) and booster 
(SIGNIFICANTLY and DEFINITELY appearing as an emphasizer and intensifier). The overlap 
confirmed the general claims by Varttala (cf. 2001: 11-12) and Skelton (cf. 1988: 38) 
about this phenomenon, and it differed from the original Prince et al.’s (cf. 1980: 6-20) 
theory, which divides hedges in a clear-cut way. The hedge PROBABLY presented the 
most frequent and various overlap between predominately pragmatic shield and 
semantic approximator categories. This was influenced by its semantic categories (state 
vs. action), syntactic positioning etc. Even KIND OF occurred as, for instance, a pragmatic 
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shield (e.g. he says that this is kind of vague). A similar overlap was found between 
predominately semantic intensifiers and mostly pragmatic emphasizers. These overlaps 
within hedges (between mainly semantic approximators and pragmatic shields, as in the 
case of PROBABLY) and boosters ((between mainly semantic intensifiers and pragmatic 
emphasizers, as in the case of DEFINITELY) enabled me to answer the first research 
question. This variation of hedge categories (shields and approximators) and booster 
categories (emphasizers and intensifiers) confirmed the first hypothesis. It is necessary 
to provide further explanations concerning the results on boosters. Boosters, which are 
typically propositional, can display interpersonal characteristics by moving from their 
usual semantic setting to a pragmatic one. The reasons varied from the context to their 
syntactic positioning. When writers presented adjuncts of total intensity such as 
COMPLETELY, ENTIRELY and TOTALLY at the very beginning of the clause complex, it was 
very likely that they were trying to emphasize their function and establish a direct link 
between their level of commitment and the used adjunct. Halliday (cf. 1985: 45) points 
out that the subject (or agent) is usually the theme, unless there is good reason to make a 
different choice. In my corpora, there was often a good reason to place intensity 
adjuncts as fronted marked themes. From one side, I mostly categorized DEFINITELY as a 
predominately pragmatic (authorial) emphasizer when it conveyed the semantic 
meaning of ‘without doubt, absolutely’. In this case, it was most likely employed to 
persuade and mitigate possible doubts on the presented claim. From the other side, 
DEFINITELY included the semantic meaning of ‘completely, without exceptions’ and 
therefore, I mostly categorized it as a propositional intensifier. It is interesting that even 
a strong booster such as DEFINITELY can affect the semantic (propositional) level and 
express intensity. This paragraph presented results on qualitative features and the 
overlap within hedges, boosters and their subcategories. 
In a further delicacy level, there was an overlap between the subcategories that 
belong to the broader categories of approximators and shields. This provided additional 
evidence for these underexplored subcategories. There was an overlap between 
plausibility, attribution and impersonal shields as well as adaptors, rounders and their 
categories of approximative degree, limitation, frequency, quantity and probability. 
Even though rounders are generally known to modify measurement or numerical 
domains, my study demonstrated that they can also modify lexemes as in the frequently 
used collocations almost all/every/everything and nearly all/every/everything. Such 
collocations consisted of an approximator modifying a lexical item, as adaptors do. 
However, in such collocations, I ranked almost and nearly as rounders of quantity, 
borrowing from the categorizations by Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 6-19) and Lafuente Millán 
(cf. 2008: 79). I took this decision because every, all and everything have a rather 
quantitative nature. In other words, I ranked almost and nearly as rounders when they 
were followed by all/every/everything because I consider all/every/everything to have a 
quantitative nature, but they are not as explicitly quantitative as numbers. Albanian 
students of CAR also used rounders in an unusual manner by for example saying 
approximately 47.6 %, which is possible, but less common than approximately 50 % 
(see e.g. Channell 1994: 70). However, different results were also shown by the 
comparison of shields (e.g. I/it is/X believe/d/s). Albanians of CAR tended to employ 
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YOU to mean ME as in the collocation it seemed to you as if, which meant it seemed to 
me as if. This could easily lead to mistakes such as ranking it as an attribution shield 
while thinking that the author is directly referring to his or her audience with YOU. 
However, after a contextual analysis, such occurrences were ranked as plausibility 
shields and author-related. PROBABLY showed that the same form can vary between all 
proposition-related and author-related categories. This lexeme fell into each single 
author-related category such as attribution shield, plausibility shield, impersonal shield 
and even multiple shield. It was also found to function as either a rounder or adaptor by 
expressing different approximative meanings of either frequency, quantity, degree, 
limitation or probability. The last category is my addition to the scheme of 
approximative meanings, which is necessary for categorizing PROBABLY as an 
approximator. My categorization of PROBABLY as an approximator and not only a shield, 
as Skelton (cf. 1988: 38) and Varttala (cf. 2001: 11-12) propose, required the extension 
of Lafuente Millán’s (cf. 2008: 79) and Salager-Meyer’s (cf. 1994: 155) schemes. The 
other four categories were taken into consideration and used for my analysis of 
approximators. The lexeme ALMOST was found to function in all four approximative 
categories proposed in Lafuente Millàn’s (cf. 2008: 79) paper. This indicates that the 
approximative categories overlap, differently from Lafuente Millàn’s (cf. 2008: 79) 
presentation of these categories. It also demonstrates the relevance of the context in 
ranking intensity adjuncts according to their approximative meanings.  
Apart from the mentioned overlap, there were also important theoretical findings. 
They include the introduction of probability approximators and impersonal and multiple 
shields, which will be briefly discussed in this paragraph. While analysing my data, I 
noticed that the BA, MA and PhD students often impersonalized when hedging (e.g. IT 
IS SUGGESTED) by presenting information more tentatively. Impersonal shield is the term 
I introduced to fill a research gap on author commitment. For multiple shields, the 
contextualized examples revealed how their authors relied on third parties to analyse or 
conclude on other papers and previous findings. In my opinion, such practices are not 
fully appropriate for academic writing, which shows an orientation towards direct 
evidence, personal research and objectivity rather than blindly trusting the ‘criticizing’ 
author and strongly rejecting the ‘criticized’ one. Examples including multiple shields 
similarly showed a clustering of different attribution shields, plausibility shields and 
even ‘ideational attributions’ in different parts of the same clause complex.  
In this paragraph, the inclusion and exclusion of certain items from my analysis (see 
subsections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2) is central. The inclusion criteria for hedges and especially 
boosters appear to not have been previously researched in detail. The importance of 
having clear inclusion criteria for the multiple meanings expressed by different lexemes 
can be shown by using the example of the lemma prove. Some of the frequently 
excluded instances were the desire of proving, failure to prove, want to prove, has the 
burden to prove, wish to prove, aiming at proving, we start by proving, we should 
prove, let us prove, we want to prove, we have to prove. The ones that were usually 
included are it sufﬁces to prove, we are now in position to prove and we start by 
proving.  
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The discussion in the previous paragraph extends across the three analyzed 
languages. Pietrandrea (cf. 2005: 101ff) notes that hedges and boosters can function 
differently and convey various modality values across languages. This was tested 
through my analysis of POSSIBLY in Albanian, English and Italian writings. I found that 
Albanians and Italians chose different epistemic options in their L1 for possibly. Its 
Albanian cognate mundësisht and Italian cognate possibilmente were both mostly non-
epistemic. Possibilmente was employed in my corpora to express objectivity, rather than 
hedging. Italian students were basically stating that if it is objectively possible, within 
our physical world, accurate information should be provided by the subject, the author. 
This was also confirmed by the selected Italian dictionaries that did not contain an 
epistemic meaning for possibilmente. Mundësisht was equally found to be ideational in 
the majority of the analyzed examples from CAR. As illustrated in subsection 4.6 
(Table 14), my analysis of other frequently used epistemic equivalents from Albanian 
(ka mundësi, ka mundesi, është e mundshme, eshte e mundshme, mundet, mundësisht, 
mundesisht, ka të ngjarë and Italian (è possible, verosimilmente) ensured an accurate 
comparison of this form. 
An additional part of my study was the separate analysis of introductory forms and 
their expression of modality and evidentiality. As alrealy mentioned in subsection 
5.1.3.1, it was based on Pietrandrea’s (cf. 2007: 52ff) study. It indicated that in my 
opinion, its Albanian and Italian equivalents and other similar forms function as hedges 
and evidentials, depending on the context. This confirmed the claim of Pietrandrea (cf. 
2007: 52ff). However, her definition of secondo me (in my opinion) as a frequent 
evidential and rare hedge was not confirmed by its frequent occurrence as a hedge 
across my corpora.  
In a detailed framework on hedges and boosters, I did not only explore their 
previously mentioned authorial and propositional functions, but I also checked and 
revised their semantic categories by consulting more than ten well-known monolingual 
and bilingual dictionaries of Albanian, Italien and English. These categories will be 
briefly explained here. PROBABLY had the semantic categories of ‘likely to (not) 
happen(ed)’ and ‘likely to (not) be true (false).’ I decided on the semantic categories 
after consulting the monolingual and bilingual dictionaries. Some of them, such as 
PROBABLY, SEEM, SIGNIFICANTLY, had a high variety of semantic categories while others, 
such as COMPLETELY and KIND OF, had only one single category.  
The second research question related to my qualitative analysis on concepts of SFG 
was: What choices do students make in the usage of hedges and boosters: positioning, 
orientation, manifestation, and prosody of modalization? Concerning positioning and 
orientation-manifestation, there was a strong correlation between positioning, the 
context and the conveyance of different combinations of orientation and manifestation. 
This could be seen in the frequent change of objective-implicit adverbial hedges into 
objective-explicit ones when they were found in a fronted-thematic, medial and 
parenthetic position (see subsection 5.1.4.2). Since there was no change in terms of 
orientation, this change was solely related to manifestation. Concerning the prosody of 
modalization and beyond, there was a hedge-booster type of occurrence of the prosody 
of modalization and it even extended into a prosody of modality where different devices 
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belonging to modalization, modulation and dynamic meanings clustered within the 
same clause complex. These findings on positioning, orientation, manifestation and the 
prosody of modalization or modality provided an answer to the second research 
question and confirmed my initial hypothesis. The initial hypothesis predicted that there 
will be a hedge-booster type of occurrence of the prosody of modalization, and, 
depending on the syntactic positioning and context, the same hedge or booster will 
express different combinations of orientation and manifestation.  
This paragraph contains further clarifications and additional findings in relation to 
the second research question. The prosody of modality is a type of relation that was 
given considerable attention in my study. There were several outstanding cases of 
prosody of modality and overgeneralizations such as …the elementary, the 
demonstrable fact that Wilde is almost always right (CIAOE15FBL_82). There are 
some interesting findings on syntactic positioning, which this paragraph will focus on. I 
introduced the positions fronted, medial, parenthetic, and in parentheses within my 
scheme of syntactic positioning borrowed from Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 
187-190). I found that adjuncts of intensity often appear as marked themes or fronted 
items. Probably, the specific disciplinary domain of student papers, the Albanian and 
Italian contexts and other variables brought this result, which is different from the 
observation of Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 188), discussed in subsections 
3.9.6.3.1 and 5.1.4.2. Moreover, in English, a modal adjunct (hedge or booster) 
positioned in a final clause complex position often means that it is strategic, 
foregrounded, objective-explicit or author-related (see e.g. Halliday and Matthiessen 
2014). Yet, this did not frequently occur in Albanian (and Italian), where the final 
position was not always marked as in u rehidruan plotësisht (CAR13MPBP_39) (direct 
translation: were rehydrated totally). These languages have more flexible structures 
than English. While in English the final positioning is frequently marked, in these 
languages (especially Albanian), final positioning is frequently not marked. There were 
also instances in CIAOE, e.g. the enterprise value […] fluctuated significantly. 
(CIAOE08MPE_23), which appeared to be primed from Italian (è variato sensibilmente). 
A striking result was the overlap or co-occurrence of neutral and thematic positions 
within the same hedge or booster as in se patjetër do të arrijmë (that of course (we) will 
make). In such instances, the placement of the (null) subject after the booster required 
me to rank the booster as thematic. However, since it is an instance of a null subject and 
OF COURSE is placed next to a temporal operator, it also qualifies as neutral. My 
qualitative analysis contained this and other types of overlaps of the syntactic positions 
within the same lexeme. The following paragraphs will focus on the theoretical and 
practical findings from my qualitative analysis of grammatical features that were not 
included in the second research question but were part of my analysis. 
One interesting aspect is related to the particular case of Albanian and Italian in 
relation to the locus of negation. The non-applicability or the partial applicability of the 
phenomenon of transferred negative polarity in Albanian and Italian (in contrast to 
English) as well as the presence of ‘enclosing negative’ in Albanian are other major 
theoretical findings of this study. For direct negative polarity (e.g. obviously not), the 
scope of the negative element (e.g. not, don’t) falls into the proposition whereas for 
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transferred negative polarity (e.g. not obviously), the scope of the negative element falls 
into modality. However, this was not the case in most of the analyzed instances from 
Italian and Albanian writings. Instead, the negative element before the hedge or booster 
conveyed the same direct negative polarity as if it was placed after these elements. 
However, there were several examples where this phenomenon occurred exactly as in 
English, partially proving the observation by Halliday and Matthiessen (cf. 2014: 693-
698). This is one of the most interesting qualitative findings for the selected data 
(languages) in addition to the following one. 
One of the main qualitative findings of my study relates to the interaction and 
overlap between modulation and modalization (ideational and interpersonal) within the 
same lexeme functioning in an area of uncertainty and negotiation. As presented in 
subsection 3.9.6.2 and qualitatively analysed in 5.1.4.4, I referred to this phenomenon as 
the formation of a ‘prosody of modality.’ It was revealed how hedges can surprisingly 
enter the area of modulation through their function as tentative proposals. I found 
contrastive examples such as It is suggested [ideational: modulation] to X and Y that 
they should not apply this method and hedging examples such as This might suggest that 
[interpersonal: modalization]. Matthiessen agreed on my finding by similarly 
recognizing the overlap that is shown by those types of examples in terms of modulation 
and modalization within negotiation and the same lexeme. While the first example 
above conveys almost obligation (ideational), the second example shows an 
interpersonal assessment of the proposition. Concerning my finding on this sort of 
overlap between ideational and interpersonal meanings within the same lexeme, 
Matthiessen explained that this captures an evolving aspect of the English language. 
The interpersonal meaning co-opts ideational devices such as I THINK (originally, a 
verbal ‘mental’ clause), PROVE and I SUGGEST to expand its function. Forms which 
included the basic idea of ‘I tell you’ evolved within relational clauses and became 
hedges and boosters (personal communication, December 14, 2018). The interaction 
between modalization and modulation and the previously mentioned ones provided 
evidence from two underexplored contexts (Albanian and Italian) for the interrelated 
concepts of SFG introduced by Halliday (1985) and Halliday and Matthiessen (2014).  
My study additionally focused on the interaction of hedges and boosters with other 
elements of the clause complex such as the subject or object. For this interaction, the 
qualitative results were striking for performative verbs such as SUGGEST and cognitive 
mental verbs such as BELIEVE. Though, these forms are commonly related to animate 
objects or subjects such as people, they were often linked to inanimate ones, including 
countries. As a result, I found instances of attribution shields such as studies suggest, 
the BCS suggests and Type 3 agents suggest, where Type 3 agents can at first glance 
seem to refer to an animate or inanimate subject. However, I searched online for the 
term to find that it refers to inanimate objects. The most unusual ones are Russia 
believes and Great Britain suggests because the writers of social sciences have treated 
countries in a similar manner as persons. Yet, they are metaphorical representations of 
the officials or state representatives of these countries.  
My third research question was: What are the quantitative differences in using 
hedges, boosters, and their semantic and pragmatic subcategories across the corpora? 
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Generally, Italians appeared more confident and fully committed in their L1 and L2 
writings by using more boosters than Albanians in their L1, who preferred to appear 
more tentative and use more hedges. This applies for their semantic (i.e. approximators, 
intensifiers) and pragmatic (i.e. shields, emphasizers) subcategories as well. These 
differences were statistically significant. Italians appeared confident as Italian teachers 
predicted (cultural stereotype). Appearing confident does not necessarily mean being 
confident, but it surely shows a preference for presenting high probability values (e.g. 
certainly) and total degree (e.g. entirely). Albanians did not appear as proud and 
confident as the Albanian university teachers predicted (cultural stereotype). In terms of 
tenor (the communicative situation with the audience), the lower vertical power role and 
institutional role as students or novice writers seemed to influence Albanians (rather 
than Italians), who appeared quite tentative as expected in such an academic hierarchy 
that includes more ‘powerful’ and experienced supervisors, teachers and other experts 
(cf. Argyle and Henderson 1984; Matthiessen 2010; Pulcini and Furiassi 2004). The 
results are partly influenced by the widely known difficulty of selecting equivalents. 
Another implication can be drawn on the basis of linguistic affordances, this means how 
the action expressed by the lexeme, especially verb, can be mentally imagined (cf. 
Aronin and Singleton 2010; Singleton 2013), which may often be different for Italians 
and Albanians. The different mental representations for these two language groups in 
terms of subject-action-object relations may contribute to the interpretation of this 
result. As Panajoti (2015: 177) confirmed, “Albanian students have for long been 
encouraged to use either impersonal forms of addressing or the plural we to approach 
their own study”. While analyzing similar doctoral dissertations by Albanian students, 
she discovered a strong tendency for using impersonal forms by both female and male 
candidates in various disciplines when treating their own works, which she interpreted 
as an unwillingness to “appropriate” their works. (cf. Panajoti 2015: 183) These 
findings, the relatively high number of impersonal hedges in my corpora and the more 
natural connection of impersonal it forms with hedges rather than boosters may have 
contributed to the more frequent use of hedges by Albanians. This may not apply for 
Italians. The comparison CARE and CIAOE showed a significantly higher usage of 
semantic approximators and hedging lexical verbs in CARE and higher usage of the 
pragmatic emphasizers SURELY and CERTAINLY in CIAOE. Furthermore, Italians 
employed substantially more (semantic) adjuncts with a total intensity (COMPLETELY, 
ENTIRELY and TOTALLY) whereas Albanians preferred more (semantic) adjuncts with 
lower levels of intensity (ALMOST, NEARLY and APPROXIMATELY). This provided 
information on the semantic subcategories of hedges and boosters since adjuncts with 
total intensity stand for intensifiers whereas the ones with lower (medium) intensity 
represent approximators. In addition, Albanians and Italians employed hedges and 
boosters with similar frequencies by showing a possible similarity deriving from their 
geographical closeness, similar academic cultures etc. These aspects provided an answer 
to the third research question.  
The first part of my hypothesis for my third research question includes that Italians 
use significantly more hedges and boosters (and related subcategories) than Albanian 
students. The results showed that Italians used more boosters than Albanians, but since 
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Albanians hedged significantly more than Italians, the hypothesis is only partially 
confirmed. The other part of my hypothesis predicted that hedges would be generally 
more frequently used than boosters. This was only the case in CAR since CIAO and 
CIAOE showed a higher occurrence of boosters. As for the subcategories of hedges and 
boosters, the hypothesis predicted that hedges and boosters are mainly author-related, 
which is equal to hedging shields and boosting emphasizers. They are subcategories of 
author’s commitment, which constitutes a major variable that was considered for the 
statistical test. According to this division, the results showed that hedges were 
significantly favored within proposition-related forms. However, they were significantly 
disfavored within author-related ones. This also means that Albanian and Italian 
students employed more author-related boosters than hedges and less proposition-
related hedges than boosters. In other words, there were significantly more 
approximative hedges than shields as well as significantly more emphasizers than 
intensifiers. Concerning author’s commitment, Albanians and Italians prefer to establish 
a direct connection to their writing when boosting and they mostly hedge on the 
propositional level. Albanians and Italians frequently attached uncertainty to results, 
general quantities and the intensity or usuality of various lexemes. However, they 
preferred to display full commitment and a direct author-proposition relation through 
various emphasizers. Overall, proposition-related forms occurred considerably more 
than the authorial ones. This is interesting since there were many typical author-related 
devices such as OF COURSE, OBVIOUSLY, CERTAINLY in my list of words. Therefore, 
author-related forms were initially expected to prevail. 
Since Italians boosted more and Albanians preferred to hedge and since there were 
more propositional (semantic) approximators than authorial (pragmatic) shields, my 
hypothesis is only partially proven. The findings that support my hypothesis are the 
most frequent use of boosters by Italians and emphasizers by both nationalities.  
Additionally, some conclusive remarks on the total comparison of the relative 
frequencies per 1.000.000 words of all hedges and boosters (see subsection 5.2.3) will 
be made. They will also be compared to a previous study by Marín-Arrese et al. (2013). 
In terms of hedges, the predominately propositional ALMOST and KIND OF, the authorial 
or propositional PROBABLY and the mostly authorial SUGGEST were the most frequently 
occurring variables across my corpora. In contrast, POSSIBLY, the exclusively authorial IN 
MY/OUR opinion/perspective and all non-lexical hedges that are proposition-oriented 
(e.g. NOT ENTIRELY) were the least preferred linguistic choices across the corpora. One 
difference that is worth mentioning is that writers tended to use a modalization device 
expressing a medium probability such as PROBABLY much more than one with a low 
probability value such as POSSIBLY. These results conform to the ones of Marín-Arrese 
et al. (2013). As for boosters, the predominately propositional COMPLETELY, the mainly 
authorial OBVIOUSLY and the exclusively authorial PROVE and DEMONSTRATE had the 
highest scores across the corpora. Strong authorial boosters which leave no space for 
doubts such as UNDOUBTEDLY, WITHOUT DOUBT, and DEFINITELY had the lowest scores. 
This indicates that Albanian and Italian students showed strong commitment by 
allowing space for discussion for their audience (cf. Toska 2013: 124) by employing 
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CERTAINLY, SURELY and OBVIOUSLY rather than WITHOUT DOUBT, DEFINITELY and 
UNDOUBTEDLY. 
The results from the variable of corpus allow implications on L1 and L2 writing, 
which are essential to illustrate the features of my corpora. As shown in subsection 2.4, 
L2 writing is a complex process that involves L1 knowledge, previous L2 writing 
experiences, cognitive, social, cultural, ideological, personal, educational, contextual 
factors, among others. The comparison of L1 and L2 writing is complex and necessary, 
especially for academic writings. As previously mentioned, Connor (1996; cited in 
Hyland 2003: 35) argued that “linguistic and rhetorical conventions do not always 
transfer successfully across languages […].” However, this was not the case with Italian 
novice writers of academic texts in their use of boosters. In contrast to Hyland’s (cf. 
2003: 31) general observation, Italian novice writers showed similar perceptions of 
audience and writer by frequently relying on similar linguistic devices such as boosters 
in both their L1 and L2. In other words, they similarly preferred to boost their 
statements or questions in their L1 and in English. What is similar to Hyland’s 
observation is that boosters were slightly more preferred in the L1. This paragraph 
revealed important implications for L1-L2 writing, which is one of the most important 
aspects of this study. The discussion will be extended through the following pairwise 
comparisons (L1-L2 corpora and L2-L2 corpora). 
Another large part of my quantitative analysis consists of the pairwise comparison of 
the usage of different devices within modality and its metaphorical extensions. It was 
divided into various comparisons such as CAR-CARE and CIAO-CIAOE (see 
subsections 5.2.2.1-5.2.2.3).  
The first pairwise comparison of the corpora that will be explained is the one 
between the Italian corpora CIAO and CIAOE. This comparison provided evidence for 
the more frequent use of various hedges such as SEEM, KIND OF and ALMOST and boosters 
such as SURELY, CERTAINLY and DEFINITELY in CIAO. This more frequent use of hedges 
and boosters in their mother tongue is very interesting, especially since the students that 
study or write in English may be more exposed to the Anglo-American academic 
culture. It has been argued that this academic culture generally fosters the use of hedges 
and boosters because it is inclined towards epistemological aspects such as “questioning 
one’s own as well as others’ ideas and beliefs, independently evaluating received 
knowledge” (Tweed and Lehman, 2002; cited in Hu and Cao 2011: 2804). This is also 
supported by Dontcheva-Navratilova (2016), who clarified how writers within the 
English-speaking scientific community have the necessity to consider and engage with 
various external voices deriving from a broader international context. In terms of single 
items, there was a significantly lower occurrence of DEFINITELY in English compared to 
Italian, which can derive from the lack of a close cognate for it. For Italian, I chose the 
closest equivalents ASSOLUTAMENTE, DECISAMENTE and similar forms. Therefore, 
DEFINITELY was possibly employed much less in English due to the students’ low 
familiarity with this English form.  
The second pairwise comparison of the corpora is the one between the Albanian 
corpora, CAR and CARE. The comparison between CAR and CARE showed that 
PROBABLY, SEEM and CLEARLY had a significantly lower occurrence than expected in 
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CAR as compared to CARE. Meanwhile, ENTIRELY, SURELY, CERTAINLY and KIND OF 
showed the opposite. The most striking result is the similarity between the comparisons 
CAR-CARE and CIAO-CIAOE regarding the use of SURELY, CERTAINLY and KIND OF. 
Both comparisons showed that these three forms were used significantly more often in 
the mother tongue than in English. Albanian does not provide an equal form for 
CERTAINLY, but it offers an equal form for SURELY. Therefore, it is surprising that exactly 
as in the comparison between CIAO and CIAOE, the English versions of these two 
items were significantly less frequent than their Albanian equivalents. The writers’ low 
familiarity with CERTAINLY appeared a possible factor influencing this difference. 
However, no convincing argument was found about the difference between CAR and 
CARE for surely. I attribute it to the writers’ idiosyncratic choices of certain items and 
rejections to others. Such phenomena may have been conscious in a way that writers 
purposively selected another synonymous adverb. Another possibility is that their 
exposure to another linguistic item might have caused their preference for this item 
without considering its semantic and pragmatic features. 
The third and final pairwise comparison that will be discussed is the one between the 
English (L2) corpora CARE and CIAOE. This comparison revealed that Albanians in 
CARE employed the hedges seem and nearly much more frequently than Italians in 
CIAOE. However, these two groups show an opposite tendency for the boosters 
significantly, surely and certainly. These forms occurred significantly more often in 
CIAOE than in CARE. This indicates that the preference for individual words (and non-
use of others) is a factor that appears to determine the linguistic choices of these two 
groups. The preference of Albanians for using suggest (performative), prove (evidence-
related) and believe (mental) more than Italians is another indicator of this phenomenon. 
The significantly lower use in CIAOE, as compared to CARE, of certain lexical 
epistemic verbs (prove and believe) and epistemic adverbs (clearly and definitely) did 
not show the expected confidence conveyed by Italian students. There is a large number 
of meanings expressed by the Albanian equivalent of seem, duket. This high flexibility 
of the lexeme, which is also shown by its dual function in Albanian, as a hedge (duket 
se: seems that) and booster (duket qarte: it is obvious/clearly seems), might have been 
the reason for the more frequent use of seem in Albanian English as compared to Italian 
English. The large number of Albanian equivalents for nearly and almost might have 
influenced their frequent use in CARE.  
Furthermore, it is necessary to shortly discuss the results of the comparison of the 
relative frequencies per 1.000.000 words of all included approximative categories 
(rounders and adaptors) and subcategories (e.g. degree, quantity etc.). They revealed 
that there was a generally stronger relation of approximators with quantitative 
information shown by the prevalence of the rounders’ category as compared to adaptors. 
This conforms to the numerous examples of approximator+measurements or numerical 
domains deriving from previous research (Channell 1994; Lakoff 1970; Wachtel 1980). 
The expected inclusion in current academic writing of the R-results and A-analysis 
sections (Schmied 2015; Swales 1990) may have left enough space for the use of 
rounders in quantitative or mixed method studies. Yet, Albanian and Italian students 
used approximators with both, quantitative/measuring and lexical information. In a 
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further delicacy level, the three most frequent approximative subcategories were 
quantity, limitation and degree. They were more frequent than the subcategories of 
frequency and probability. 
In addition, I showed the results from the comparison of the three shield categories 
(plausibility, attribution and impersonal ones) across all bi-clausal realizations. The 
results revealed a prevalence of attribution shields, closely followed by plausibility 
shields and with a very large difference to impersonal shields. However, my analysis 
indicated that the comparison of individual linguistic devices can present a great 
difference within various hedges. While BELIEVE was mainly presented as an attribution 
shield, other hedges such as SEEM mostly occurred as plausibility shields. Therefore, it is 
not possible to draw final conclusions on the prevalence of any of the shield categories 
including attribution, plausibility and impersonalization, as Prince et al. (cf. 1980: 23) 
did. What allows interpretations is the comparison of the two analysed nationalities and 
the L1-L2 comparison for the shield categories of SEEM and SUGGEST. Concerning shield 
categories, Albanians and Italians had an almost identical use of SUGGEST and a very 
similar one for SEEM. This supports my initial remarks (see section 1) on the similarity 
between the two academic cultures, deriving from their historical interrelations and 
geographical proximity. However, it needs to be mentioned that other factors such as 
the nature of these lexemes may have also influenced the results. In terms of L1-L2, it 
can be noticed that the results are also quite similar. As other results in this quantitative 
subsection in terms of hedges, boosters or their subcategories, there are generally no big 
differences in their usage between the L1 and English writing. This is a major pattern 
that was found through the quantitative analysis. It is a major finding because it 
represents the nature of my contribution, which is mostly based on language in use for 
the specific L1 and L2 corpora.  
The semantic categories of hedges and boosters were also considered for the 
quantitative analysis. These categories were strongly related to their authorial and 
propositional functions. SIGNIFICANTLY was, for instance, employed substantially more 
as a propositional intensifier when it conveyed ‘statistical significance’ whereas 
PROBABLY was most frequently found to be an authorial shield when it described 
something that was ‘likely to (not) be true’ or ‘likely to (not) happen.’ From the L1-L2 
comparison for PROBABLY, it was found that semantic categories were almost always 
more frequent in CARE than CAR but always more frequent in CIAO than CIAOE. 
These are two interesting differences. Albanians employed PROBABLY more frequently 
to express something ‘likely to (not) be true’ (including states or other aspects) in their 
L2. This reveals a strong correlation between PROBABLY and non-active states, 
occurrences, facts and opinions in their L2. The other semantic category ‘likely (not) 
happened,’ had relatively higher scores in their L1 writings for both Albanians and 
Italians. This indicates that in the L1, PROBABLY was occurring more frequently in 
contexts describing different activities or general occurrences. SEEM in CARE and CIAO 
was more frequently used to express an ‘impression of state’ as compared to CAR and 
CIAOE. The same occurred for the category ‘(cannot) seem to act.’ Moreover, 
Albanians employed semantic categories with a considerably higher amount in their L2. 
In contrast, Italians employed them much more often in their L1. This is partly related 
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to the generally frequent occurrence of the lexeme itself. As can be seen, novice writers 
were not always writing in a similar style in their L1 and L2. While this is partly related 
to the way probably and its L1 equivalents are perceived by the writers, other factors 
such as world view, L2 competence, disciplinary domain etc. may also explain this 
complex matter and expected differences. 
My fourth research question was: What are the quantitative differences in the usage 
of hedges and boosters: positioning, orientation, manifestation, and prosody of 
modalization? It concentrated on the quantitative differences in the usage of these 
concepts of SFG across the Albanian and Italian L1 and L2 corpora. The results from 
subsection 5.2.1 showed that hedges were significantly more frequent in the medial 
position whereas boosters were significantly more frequent in the neutral and thematic 
positions. It remains unclear why the students from the hard and soft sciences made 
these linguistic choices. What I can infer is that they were oriented towards emphasizing 
their full commitment by employing boosters as marked themes. Furthermore, the n-
values showed the highest frequency of hedges and boosters in a neutral position, 
sequentially followed by the medial and thematic positions. I expected the prevalence of 
the neutral position because hedging and boosting adverbs frequently co-occur with 
general lexical verbs (FUNCTION, THINK), temporal operators (IS, WAS) and finite 
operators (MAY, WILL). 
There was one notable pattern that my statistical analysis on hedges and boosters 
across academic writings in the L1 and English revealed. It relates to the main variables 
of orientation, manifestation, syntactic positioning or word order and author-
commitment (presented in the previous paragraphs on the RQ3). For orientation and 
manifestation, it was very interesting to discover the connection of explicitness with 
boosters and implicitness with hedges. While it was expected that the neutral position 
would generally prevail, it was interesting to discover that hedges were employed more 
in a medial position whereas boosters were employed more in a thematic position. In 
line with the previous results, author commitment revealed that Albanians and Italians 
establish a direct connection to their writing when boosting (by using author-related 
boosters) and mainly hedge on the propositional level (by using proposition-related 
approximators). All in all, boosters were more explicit, authorial and initial elements of 
the clause complex whereas hedges were more implicit, propositional and located in-
between the clause complex. In simple terms, novice writers from Albanian and Italian 
universities were ‘foregrounding’ their boosting devices and ‘backgrounding’ their 
hedging devices. The next paragraphs will provide more details on the separate 
variables that were mentioned in this paragraph.  
In terms of orientation and manifestation (see subsection 5.2.1), hedges were 
significantly favored in the objective-implicit combination whereas boosters were 
frequently employed in the objective-explicit one. The implicitness that Albanians and 
Italians manifested when hedging fits with the tentative nature of hedging itself as well 
as the low institutional and power roles of students as actors in the academic discourse. 
As for the connection of objective-explicitness with boosters, it confirms the claims of 
the interviewed university teachers from Albania and Italy on the tendency of their 
students to appear as very confident and even overgeneralize in their writings. 
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Furthermore, Albanians related sureness with explicitness whereas Italians expressed 
asseverative obviousness and naturalness in a more direct manner and sureness more 
implicitly. This is related to the Albanians’ more frequent use of mood adjuncts as 
objective-explicit rather than objective-implicit. It also presents an orientation of 
Italians towards objective-explicit comment adjuncts and objective-implicit mood 
adjuncts.  
The final part of my fourth research question is related to the concept of prosody of 
modalization or clustering, which are inevitably connected to scope and dependency 
relations. As illustrated in subsection 5.2.5.4, both types of harmonic combinations, 
hedge-hedge and booster-booster, prevailed in comparison to non-harmonic 
combinations. This presents the novice writers’ orientation towards creating a prosody 
of modalization and a good flow rather than introducing different values (low, medium, 
high) in various parts of the same clause complex or dependency relation. This 
preference may depend on various factors such as the factuality level of the clause 
complex, the scope of the selected item, writers’ mastering of such items, the nature of 
the items itself, the vertical power and institutional role of the writers and the like. 
Dependency relation (scope) is essential when deciding whether a co-occurrence can be 
considered a harmonic or non-harmonic combination. This was indicated by the higher 
clustering of shields, especially PROBABLY and SUGGEST. It was also indicated by the rare 
co-occurrence of intensifiers and approximators with other hedges and boosters, which 
derives from their scope that is narrower than the one of emphasizers and shields. They 
often fell in the scope of other emphasizers and shields. The prevalence of harmonic 
clusters was equally found in their L1 and in English writings indicating that the novice 
writers applied successfully linguistic and rhetorical conventions across the analysed 
languages in contrast to Connor’s (1996; cited in Hyland 2003: 35) observation. This 
appears in the majority of L1-L2 contrasts for the Albanian and Italian corpora. There 
were even more clusters in English compared to the L1. Among various possible 
reasons for these occurrences, it is worth mentioning the highly modalized nature of 
English and the familiarity with any type of clusters from novice writers in both their L1 
and L2. Most importantly, the syntactic positioning had a significantly higher impact on 
the usage of hedges than orientation and manifestation. All in all, the findings on 
positioning, with the prevalence of the neutral position, orientation and manifestation, 
with the significantly more frequent use of hedges as objective-implicit and boosters as 
objective-explicit and the prosody of modalization, with the prevalence of harmonic 
combinations, enabled me to answer the fourth research question. Since there was a 
significant difference in the use of the previously mentioned concepts of SFG related to 
hedges and boosters and since the neutral position and the objective-implicit 
combination were significantly more frequent than the other categories, my fourth 
hypothesis was confirmed.  
Various hedges and boosters showed different results in terms of syntactic 
positioning. The discussions in this and the following paragraph on negative polarity go 
beyond my fourth research question. In subsection 5.2.5.2, the different results from OF 
COURSE and OBVIOUSLY were compared in terms of syntactic positioning. For OF COURSE, 
thematic was the most frequent position in all corpora apart from CAR. This result is 
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partly related to the frequent use of OF COURSE in a fronted position. This demonstrates a 
high correlation between thematic and fronted positions. While a fronted lexeme is 
inevitably thematic, the opposite does not occur because thematic lexemes anticipate the 
clause whereas fronted ones anticipate the whole clause complex. That is why the 
almost equal amounts of these two categories for OBVIOUSLY in CIAO, CIAOE and 
CARE represent an interesting feature of these corpora. This indicates that Italians and 
Albanians were inclined towards foregrounding OBVIOUSLY in their writings in English. 
While OF COURSE had a stronger relation to thematic, OBVIOUSLY was most frequently 
used as neutral and thematic. Moreover, OBVIOUSLY was most frequently used as neutral 
rather than thematic in CIAOE and CAR. OF COURSE was also often used in a neutral 
position. It was striking how for patjetër (of course), neutral had the highest occurrences 
in CAR whereas the fronted position only had 2 occurrences. The very low occurrence 
of the fronted patjetër in CAR influenced the general results for this position across my 
corpora. A possible explanation is that patjetër does not have the same epistemic 
function as of course and it is not naturally used as fronted or thematic by native 
Albanian speakers. For both, OF COURSE and OBVIOUSLY, afterthought and in parentheses 
were either notably low or absent. This occurred in all corpora. One clear difference for 
OF COURSE in comparison to OBVIOUSLY was that OF COURSE was frequently placed 
medially in CIAO, CIAOE and CARE. Furthermore, its parenthetic usage was high in 
these three corpora, even more than neutral and medial usages in CIAOE. Albanian and 
Italian students preferred to place OF COURSE in between commas or parentheses. This 
enabled them to simultaneously convey an objective orientation and explicit 
manifestation. The analysis indicated several possible factors influencing the authors’ 
choice of the syntactic position of a certain hedge or booster. Some of these factors were 
the language, the lexeme itself, the degree of commitment that authors want to place and 
the authors’ general perception. The syntactic positions or categories such as medial, 
parenthetic, in parentheses and fronted, that I adapted for the analysis, were relatively 
preferred choices across the corpora. This reveals the relevance of having a broad and 
detailed frame of syntactic aspects of hedges and boosters. It reveals general 
occurrences of different syntactic positions as well as interesting differences in 
positioning within single hedges or boosters.  
A final concept of SFG that is worth mentioning is the locus of negation (see 
subsection 5.2.5.1). The analysis of negative polarity within bi-clausal realizations 
demonstrated the more frequent use of direct negatives compared to transferred 
negatives. Surprisingly, this difference was entirely reversed in the case of intensifiers, 
which were most frequently conveyed in transferred negative forms rather than direct 
forms. This allows no final conclusions on, for instance, which negative category is 
more frequent. It shows, however, that students frequently used intensifying transferred 
negatives as some sort of refined way of expression and a reluctance to convey a total 
intensity in writing. It was expected that novice writers use more Rita believed…and not 
George does not believe in academic writing, but the more frequent usage of NOT 
COMPLETELY, NOT ENTIRELY etc. was suprising.  From an L1-L2 comparison, transferred 
negatives were much more frequent in each L1 and L2 corpus regarding intensifiers 
whereas direct negatives were much more frequent in each L1 and L2 corpus 
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concerning bi-clausal realizations. Similar to other findings of my quantitative analysis, 
it reveals similar knowledge, competence, metadiscoursive strategies etc. between these 
historically interrelated academic cultures, which is reflected in their L1 and L2 
(English) writings.  
My fifth research question was: What is the role of gender and genre (developments 
from early to later texts (writers)) in the usage of hedges and boosters? It concentrated 
on the relevant variables of gender and genre. The related hypothesis predicted that 
there would be a more frequent use of hedges by female students and students would 
use more hedges and boosters in their ‘later’ texts (writings) during their BA-MA-PhD 
progress. The hypothesis was not confirmed; neither in relation to gender nor to genre 
as it will be shown below. My findings on gender add knowledge to a very controversial 
topic within linguistic research (see subsection 3.6.1). My findings are in line with the 
ones by Crismore et al. (1993) and Yeganeh and Ghoreishi (cf. 2014: 10-11). This 
means that males employed significantly more hedges and boosters than females. This 
is an outstanding result since hedges and boosters are often treated as features of 
female’s language. It is generally predicted that there is a development from early to 
later texts (and writers) in the use of hedges and boosters. MA students, for instance, 
would use more hedges than BA students as Beyer (2015) showed. They would also use 
a wider range of modalization values or lexemes. However, none of these features was 
found my corpora. Albanian and Italian PhD students did not employ more hedges and 
boosters than MA or BA students. There was even a notable decrease from early to later 
texts in the use of hedges. This may derive from the PhD students’ smaller need of 
earning acceptance from peers and teachers as compared to BA students. In addition, 
there were more hedges than boosters in BA papers and more boosters than hedges in 
PhD theses. This notable finding is in line with Hyland’s (cf. 2006: 696) argument that 
novice writers hedge more than more expert writers because they seek acceptance. It 
contrasts the expectations of advanced students showing a greater awareness of hedging 
than less advanced ones (see subsection 3.6.5). The striking results on gender and genre 
provide an answer to the fifth research question and do not confirm the related 
hypothesis. 
As the conveyance of certainty and uncertainty is crucial to “the interactive 
character of communication” (Hyland 2017: 17) and the rhetorical and interactive nature 
of academic writing (cf. Hyland 1998b: 1), it was surely interesting to see how Albanian 
and Italian students showed different usages of hedges and boosters. Moreover, the 
different frequencies and ways of negotiating knowledge within modalization and even 
modulation and degree indicated an impact on the variables of academic culture, context 
and education in the writing and linguistic choices of Albanian and Italian students.  
The differences found from the statistical and contextualized comparisons across L1 
and L2 writings on the usage of different hedges, boosters, their authorial, propositional 
and semantic subcategories as well as related concepts from SFG provided new 
evidence for the underexplored Albanian and Italian student academic writings. Jointly 
with qualitative findings such as the context-dependent exclusion criteria, overlap, 
different types of co-occurrence, positioning and orientation/manifestation for hedges, 
boosters and their subcategories, they enabled me to achieve the overarching aim of this 
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study. The aim was to show similarities and differences as well as cultural and 
contextual implications in the use of hedges and boosters in Albanian and Italian student 
L1 and L2 writings. This includes the achievement of each specific objective of the 
study such as (a) discovering quantitative and qualitative differences in usage across 
Albanian and Italian student writing in terms of hedges and boosters, (b) their 
subcategories (e.g. shields, approximators) and (c) concepts such as their manifestation, 
orientation, positioning and prosody of modality. It shows the nature of my 
contribution, which is mostly based on applying innovative methodologies of analyzing 
hedges and boosters to reveal patterns of language in use for the selected data. However, 
there are also several limitations and suggestions for future studies that will be 
discussed in the following subsections. 
6.2. Limitations  
Despite the efficiency of the applied methods of analysis, there are still various 
limitations that need to be discussed in this subsection. The first three paragraphs will 
present limitations that are related to my approach and theoretical framework as well as 
my methodology and the characteristics of my corpora. Connections to other studieswill 
also be drawn. The remaining paragraphs concern methodological and personal choices 
that are related to the analysis of the study. Suggestions for further research that arise 
from these limitations, will be summarized in section 6.3. 
There are at least three major perspectives that were only briefly treated in this 
study. The interaction between modality and evidentiality (cf. Pietrandrea 2005: 106), 
variation across different genres (cf. Pic and Furmaniak 2012; Vázquez and Giner 2009: 
220-225; Hyland 2015) and different sections of a paper (cf. Salager-Meyer 1994; 
Hyland 2006: 696; Serholt 2012: 19) are interesting aspects that were only briefly 
covered in my analysis. Only my separate analysis of the evidential and hedging 
functions of introductory phrases such as IN MY OPINION briefly dealt with the 
evidentiality-modality interaction.  
Another main limitation is related to scope and dependency relations. As it was 
shown in the literature review, Bondi’s (cf. 2008: 39ff) paper interestingly focused on 
the way boosters modify parts of the clause complex. These parts vary from adverbs, 
adjectives, nouns, clauses or the whole clause complex. This relates to aspects of scope 
and dependency. Despite the relevance of dependency in a discussion of boosters (and 
hedges), as Bondi’s (cf. 2008: 39ff) paper also showed, I only included it for my 
qualitative analysis. I did not quantitatively analyse aspects of scope.  
An additional limitation is my exclusion of some word classes. I did not, for 
instance, include modal auxiliaries, epistemic nouns and adjectives since my purpose 
was to provide a more in-depth analysis of the linguistic features of circa 15.000 clause 
complexes including introductory phrases, epistemic verbs and adverbs. I noticed 
several linguistic features that were not extensively investigated in previous studies. 
Moreover, these three particular word classes revealed interesting quantitative results in 
my corpora and in previous studies by Hyland (cf. 1998a: 104) and Lafuente Millán (cf. 
2008: 75).  
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There are also some more practical limitations of the study that should be added. As 
I previously mentioned, the uneven corpora due to the smaller number of words from 
the CARE corpus and less papers per disciplinary domain is the main limitation of this 
study. Unfortunately, it was not possible to increase the number of words despite my 
research trips to Albania. However, the normalized frequencies ensured effective 
comparisons across my four corpora. Moreover, the findings of this study are not 
representative for all Italian or Albanian writings or student academic writings nor all 
possible hedges and boosters in each analysed language. The findings are, however, 
representative for the sample of recently written student academic writings, which was 
chosen from different geographical areas of both countries. The representativeness of 
hedges and boosters across Albanian, English and Italian will be discussed in detail in 
the following paragraph.  
It is necessary to mention two limitations related to my selection of equivalents and 
the dictionaries I consulted to find the respective semantic meanings of the selected 
lexemes. The selection of the equivalents is a well-known issue within the field of 
Translation. As I mentioned in my subsection, Equivalent (Category) Selection, there is 
always a certain degree of fuzziness and difficulty involved in this selection process 
across languages. Despite my consideration of the frequency, semantic, pragmatic and 
syntactic aspects when selecting equivalents, it is possible that I did not always make 
the right choice. I may have not always selected the most representative or matching 
ones. I may have overseen frequent ones in one language simply because it does not 
have an equivalent in English. Surely, the inclusion of only about 20 frequent English 
lexems and a much larger number of their equivalents in Albanian and Italian does not 
fully support my implications on (academic) culture-based usages of hedges and 
boosters. It would have been ideal to analyse at least the 100 most frequent hedges and 
boosters in the three investigated languages. A further limitation is my usage of various 
learner’s dictionaries (e.g. COD, Oxford) for the analysis. The meanings and 
explanations that they present are sometimes simplistic or limited since they are meant 
for learners. It means that some specific semantic categories or extra details of a certain 
hedge or booster would not be found. However, consulting these well-known 
dictionaries proved to be a useful initial guide for me to create my own categorization. 
Apart from that, presenting and analysing the semantic categories of hedges and 
boosters is not the sole focus of my study. 
Four aspects might limit the frequency of some of the selected hedges and boosters. 
Firstly, the idiosyncrasy of the authors might have influenced the results of hedges and 
boosters. Secondly, the influence of supervisors and teachers in general might have 
brought the students’ preference towards certain lexemes as they tend to use and suggest 
a specific vocabulary. Thirdly, the presence of many transferred negated forms of 
various hedges and boosters had an impact on the final frequency of their primary 
lexical hedge/booster category. Fourthly, in some cases, the authors did not properly 
cite other sources in their papers, which might have led to the inclusion of a few 
instances that are not part of the author’s original words. However, I tried to detect these 
cases and to reduce the inclusion of these examples as much as possible. 
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A final limitation is related to my interpretation of the examples. Though 
subjectivity cannot be fully avoided during such an analysis, I made replacement tests 
by replacing the selected hedges and boosters with equal ones to see whether their 
probability or degree value remained the same. I furthermore consulted native speakers 
to check my translations and interpretations. A few suggestions for further research will 
be provided in the next subsection. 
6.3. Suggestions for further research 
After having presented the limitations of my study, it is necessary to indicate some 
current research gaps and draw some suggestions that aim at fostering further research.  
The discussion will initially focus on author’s commitment aspects related to hedges 
and boosters. The concepts that my study introduced, multiple shields and impersonal 
shields, were almost unknown in previous research. Moreover, the variation within the 
same hedge or booster on author-related and proposition-related categories and 
subcategories has not been deeply researched in the academia. As a result, it would 
certainly be interesting to explore more the concepts I introduced and other pragmatic 
(authorial) and semantic (propositional) aspects of hedges and boosters in future 
research.  
Another suggestion for further research is related to various underexplored concepts 
of SFG by Halliday and Matthiessen (2014). Investigating the variation within the same 
lexeme in terms of manifestation, adapting a broad framework of syntactic positioning 
categories and comparing direct and transferred negative polarity (within modality) in 
different languages would expand these concepts of SFG in a whole new dimension.  
It is necessary to emphasize the need for research on the Italian and especially the 
Albanian context. They indeed showed interesting linguistic features and differences 
which are worth researching more in depth. Future studies on their student academic 
writings, modality, hedges, boosters and many other aspects could focus on the 
differences between genres, disciplinary domains and paper sections, include more word 
classes and a more explicit reader-oriented analysis. These aspects would be essential 
for broadening our knowledge on these two rather underexplored contexts, particularly 
the Albanian one. (cf. Toska 2015) 
As I mentioned in subsection 6.1, future studies could extend on the relation of 
hedges, boosters with scope and dependency relations within the clause complex. 
Another suggestion concerns the study of hedges and boosters across different 
disciplinary domains and sections. It would be very interesting to compare in more 
detail, for instance, various disciplinary domains within ‘soft’ sciences with others from 
‘hard’ sciences. Furthermore, there are still many aspects that can be revealed on the 
distribution of hedges and boosters across various sections of papers such as 
Introduction and Discussion (discursive) in comparison to Literature Review, 
Methodology and Analysis and Results. These aspects might even be useful for other 
students who are aiming to pursue a career in the field of academia. 
All of these conclusive remarks focused on the various qualitative and quantitative 
results and related interpretations of my study. To appropriately convey plausible 
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reasoning, refer to other sources, refer to our results, and use various realizations of 
modality and its metaphorical extension by balancing the right amount of conviction 
with tentativeness, it is at the heart of effective writing within the academic context. (cf. 
Halliday and Matthiessen 2014; Hyland 1998a; Hyland 1998b) In this sense, my study 
explored all these aspects to provide a clear understanding of certain phenomena among 
Albanian and Italian students of different academic levels. 
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Glossary 
Adjuncts of intensity-This grammatical category, which derives from SFG, adjuncts of 
degree and counter expectancy. Adjuncts of degree are elements expressing either low, 
medium or high degree. Adjuncts of low and medium degree fall into the alternative 
category of approximators whereas adjuncts of high degree fall into the alternative 
category of intensifiers. It should not be confused with the narrower category of 
‘intensifiers.’ See Intensifiers. 
 
Alpha clause-This refers to the first leading clause in two or more interrelated clauses 
(a clause nexus). It is used to refer to hedges or boosters such as I believe, X suggests, 
when they are used as the first clauses in a clause nexus. It is an alternative concept to 
the term used in this study, fronted bi-clausal realizations (fronted bi-clausals). 
 
Approximative meanings-In this thesis, this term is solely used to refer to the four 
categories of approximators (degree, limitation, frequency and quantity) introduced by 
Lafuente Millan (2008), following the work of Salager-Meyer (1994). It is not used to 
refer to the general sense of approximation expressed by approximators.  
 
Author-related (authorial)-This is a general term which includes any category that 
expresses authors’ stance in an explicit manner, including shields and emphasizers. 
 
Bi-clausal realization-This refers to clauses such as it seems (that), we prove (that), 
which co-occur with other clauses in a relation of 2 clauses (or more). 
 
Booster-The actual devices that are used to show complete commitment towards the 
proposition such as emphasizing one’s perspective or showing total degree. 
 
Booster/boosting subcategory-This is related to emphasizers and intensifiers.  
 
Boosting-The general phenomenon of showing complete commitment towards the 
proposition such as emphasizing one’s perspective or showing total degree. 
 
Clause complex-This is a term from SFG which represents a combination of clauses 
and clause nexuses and it is usually concluded with a full stop or question mark. Its 
widely spread alternative term is ‘sentence.’  
 
Direct negative (polarity)-During the interaction of modality and negative polarity, the 
scope of the modal hedge or booster sometimes falls on the negative element. This is 
referred to as transferred negative polarity or simply, transferred negative. 
 
Disciplinary domain-This is used to refer to the various domains in my corpora such as 
Chemistry, Mathematics, Physics and Social Studies. 
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Disciplinary subdomain-This is used to refer to the various subdomains of the domains 
in my corpora such as Analytical Chemistry and Environmental Chemistry for 
Chemistry as well as Linguistics and TESOL for Languages and Literature. 
 
Genre-In simple terms, this is a category of spoken or written language with similar 
features. In this thesis, it is used to refer to the categories or genres of student academic 
writing such as BA and MA term paper, BA and MA thesis as well as PhD. 
 
Hedge-The actual devices that are used to show partial commitment towards the 
proposition such as to shield the author or show medium or low degree. 
 
Hedging-The phenomenon of showing partial commitment towards the proposition 
such as to shield the author or show medium or low degree. 
 
Hedge/hedging subcategory-This refers to subcategories of hedges adapted for this 
study such as shields and approximators. These two subcategories have their own 
subcategories, which are also indicated in this thesis. 
 
Ideational-The term in SFG refers to the recreation and connection of ideas and 
experience. In this study, it is only used when this recreation and connection is 
expressed by hedges and boosters such as proposing something through suggest etc. 
 
Institutional role-In terms of tenor, this is the role of the ‘actors’ in the academic 
context, which often is constructed through different levels from high to low. Students 
are often referred to as ‘actors’ with a lower institutional role as compared to teachers. 
 
Intensifier-Boosting elements that indicate the highest degree possible or the endpoint 
of a scale. They modify the propositional level of the clause complex. 
 
Introductory phrase-These hedging elements, which derive from Fraser’s (2010) 
categorization, are often found in an initial position so that they introduce the following 
clauses as tentative. They are often expressed through prepositional phrases such as 
from my point of view and in my opinion. 
 
Locus of negation-In SFG, this represents the part where any kind of negative element 
(polarity) is expressed. In a system, any negative element would be found in this part. It 
is divided into direct and transferred negative polarity. 
 
Manifestation-It appears to represent the ways in which this subjectivity or objectivity 
are presented to the audience, which can be rather ‘masked’ (implicit) or direct 
(explicit). It always appears in combination with orientation. 
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Mental clause (verb)-They are used to refer to analysed lexical verbs or clauses such as 
he believes, which express the cognitive state of the subject. They express the subjective 
orientation of either the subject or the author. 
 
Modalization, modulation and degree device-Since hedges and boosters fall in these 
three categories, they are referred to with this term. 
 
Orientation- Orientation appears to represent author’s subjectivity or objectivity within 
intermdiate levels of certainty or polarity. It always appears in combination with 
manifestation. 
 
Pragmatic category-This is used to refer to either pragmatic categories of hedges and 
boosters such as shields and emphasizers or the pragmatic categories that emerged from 
the analysis of introductory phrases such as contrasting external voices etc. 
 
Proposition-related (propositional)-This is a general term which includes any 
category that modifies the propositional level (elements) of the clause complex, 
including approximators and intensifiers. 
 
Prepositional phrase-A grammatical category or mini process which includes forms 
such as in my opinion which are interpreted as hedging introductory phrases from 
Fraser’s (2010) perspective. 
 
Reporting verb-This is used alternatively with ‘ideational.’ It refers to verbs which 
serve to report information such as state, say etc. Reporting is the main function related 
to the ideational elements found in my corpora.  
 
Semantic category (meaning)- This is used to refer to either semantic categories of 
hedges and boosters such as approximators and intensifiers or the semantic categories 
which were decided after consulting many monolingual and bilingual dictionaries of 
Albanian, English and Italian. An example would be ‘likely to be (state)’ from 
PROBABLY. 
 
Semantic subcategory-This describes subcategories of the main semantic categories 
indicated above. An element such as PROBABLY can have a broad semantic category as 
e.g. ‘likely to be’ and a smaller subcategory such as ‘high probability.’ 
 
Subjective-explicit- Objective-explicit: A linguistic structure that expresses author's 
observation of reality which is presented as being objective and explicitly. An example 
would be it is possible/certain. In this thesis, it is interpreted this way. Additionally, any 
usually objective-implicit element (e.g. adverbs) that has been emphasized by the author 
and presented explicitly such as placing it at the beginning of the sentence, in between 
commas, in parentheses etc., is often ranked as objective-explicit. 
 
 
323 
 
Transferred negative (polarity)-During the interaction of modality and negative 
polarity, the scope of the negative element sometimes falls on the modal hedge or 
booster. This is referred to as transferred negative polarity or simply, transferred 
negative. 
 
Vertical ‘power’ role- In terms of tenor, it is the role of the ‘actors’ in the social 
context, which often is constructed through different levels from high to low. Students  
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Appendices 
Appendix 1: A contingency table and explanations indicating how 
the log-likelihood was calculated  
 corpus 1 corpus 2 total 
frequency of word a b a+b 
frequency of other words c-a d-b c+d-a-b 
total c d c+d 
The value ‘c’ represents the number of words in the first corpus and ‘d’ is the one from 
the second corpus (n values). Whereas, ‘a’ and ‘b’ are the observed values (O). The ex-
pected values are calculated through the formula:  
 
In a comparison to our example table, N1 equals c, and N2 equals d. Therefore, for this 
word, E1 = c*(a+b) / (c+d) and E2 = d*(a+b) / (c+d). Lastly, the log-likelihood value is 
calculated according to the formula:  
 
 
(Lancaster University n.d.) 
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Appendix 2: The complete results from the pairwise comparisons of 
my corpora 
   A log-likelihood comparison from CIAO and CIAOE 
  CIAO  %1  CIAOE   %2          LL            OddsR. 
hedge  
SEEM 464     0.02    224     0.01 +     69.84        1.93      
BELIEVE 150     0.01    157     0.01 -       1.00        0.89      
SUGGEST 290     0.01    320     0.01 -       4.25        0.85      
KIND OF 279     0.01      56     0.00 +  147.08        4.65      
ALMOST 293     0.01    200     0.01 +    11.85        1.37      
APPROXIMATELY   31     0.00    114     0.00 -     56.39        0.25      
PROBABLY 563     0.02    439     0.02 +      8.05        1.20      
POSSIBLY   79      0.00    146      0.01 -    25.12        0.51      
IN MY OPINION / 
VIEWPOINT 
  13     0.00      29      0.00 -       7.40        0.42      
(NOT) 
COMPLETELY 
  50     0.00      84      0.00 -     11.21        0.56      
(NOT) ENTIRELY    9      0.00      24      0.00 -      8.14         0.35      
(NOT) TOTALLY  17       0.00      20      0.00 -      0.49         0.79      
booster  
PROVE 122     0.00    234     0.01 -    43.95        0.49  
DEMONSTRATE 296     0.01    242     0.01 +     2.36        1.14      
COMPLETELY 263     0.01    327     0.01 -    12.04        0.75      
ENTIRELY   91     0.00      99     0.00 -      1.11        0.86      
TOTALLY 108     0.00    111     0.00 -      0.50        0.91      
UNDOUBTEDLY   39      0.00      82     0.00 -    18.71        0.44      
SIGNIFICANTLY   71      0.00    342     0.01 -  212.57        0.19      
SURELY 237      0.01      85     0.00 +   64.63        2.60      
CERTAINLY 250      0.01    132     0.00 +   29.40        1.77      
CLEARLY 319      0.01    181     0.01 +   29.70        1.65  
OF COURSE 181      0.01    196     0.01 -      2.07        0.86      
OBVIOUSLY 265     0.01    140     0.01 +   31.11       1.77      
DEFINITELY 228     0.01    34       0.00 +   147.96      6.26      
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    A log-likelihood comparison from CAR and CARE 
  CAR    %1      CARE %2        LL            OddsR. 
hedge  
SEEM 207     0.01    184     0.03 -    128.32        0.30    
BELIEVE 138     0.01      99     0.02 -      50.56        0.38     
SUGGEST 233     0.01    190     0.03 -    117.99        0.33   
KIND OF 273     0.01      32     0.01 +     24.70        2.30    
ALMOST 494     0.02    123     0.02 +       0.64        1.08    
NEARLY 125     0.01      75     0.01 -      27.46        0.45    
APPROXIMATELY 139     0.01      38     0.01 -        0.01        0.99    
PROBABLY 230     0.01      76     0.01 -        2.28        0.82    
POSSIBLY   55     0.00      11     0.00 +            0.87        1.35    
(NOT) COMPLETELY   15     0.00      12     0.00 -        7.25        0.34    
booster  
PROVE 349     0.02      86     0.01 +       0.57        1.09    
DEMONSTRATE   33     0.00      68     0.01 -      98.84        0.13    
COMPLETELY 105     0.00      44     0.01 -        5.64        0.64    
ENTIRELY 185     0.01      18     0.00 +     22.54        2.77    
UNDOUBTEDLY   36     0.00        7      0.00 +        0.67        1.39    
SIGNIFICANTLY 195     0.01      42      0.01 +       1.83        1.25    
SURELY 194     0.01        8     0.00 +     50.08        6.54    
CERTAINLY 103     0.00      17     0.00 +        3.95        1.63    
CLEARLY   35     0.00    109     0.02 -    194.75        0.09    
OF COURSE   32      0.00      39     0.01 -      38.39        0.22    
OBVIOUSLY 204      0.01      36     0.01 +        6.06        1.53    
DEFINITELY   17      0.00      18     0.00 -      15.40        0.25    
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  A log-likelihood comparison from CARE and CIAOE 
  CARE %1  CIAOE  %2       LL              OddsR. 
hedge  
seem 184   0.03    224     0.01 +   155.49         3.70      
believe   99   0.02    157     0.01 +     58.88         2.84      
suggest 190   0.03    320     0.01 +   102.66         2.67      
kind of   32   0.01      56     0.00 +     16.20         2.57      
almost 123   0.02    200     0.01 +     70.35         2.77      
nearly   75   0.01      76     0.00 +     76.86         4.44      
approximately   38   0.01    114     0.00 +       4.36         1.50      
probably   76   0.01    439     0.02 -         4.29         0.78      
possibly   11   0.00    146     0.01 -      16.42         0.34      
in my opinion / 
viewpoint 
    3   0.00      29     0.00 -        1.96         0.47      
(not) completely   12    0.00      84     0.00 -        2.29         0.64 
booster  
prove   86     0.01   234     0.01 +      14.62         1.65  
demonstrate   68     0.01   242     0.01 +        2.79         1.26   
completely   44     0.01   327     0.01 -       11.09          0.61 
entirely   18     0.00     99      0.00 -        0.64           0.82  
totally   22     0.00   111      0.00 -        0.25       .  0.89      
undoubtedly     7     0.00     82      0.00 -        7.75          0.38  
significantly   42     0.01   342     0.01 -      15.36         0.55  
surely     8     0.00      85     0.00 -         6.85         0.42 
certainly   17     0.00   132     0.00 -        5.16         0.58   
clearly 109     0.02   181     0.01 +     60.28         2.71 
of course   39     0.01   196     0.01  -        0.41         0.90   
obviously   36     0.01   140     0.01 +        0.59         1.16   
definitely   18     0.00     34     0.00 +           7.93         2.38   
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Appendix 3: The results from my initial search in AntConc of all 
hedges and boosters from my initial list for the 
analysis  
The numbers indicate the relative frequencies per 1 million words. 
 
 hedge &      CAR  CARE  CIAO  CIAOE 
 modal auxil. 
1     
rel. 
freq./1M 
rel. 
freq./1M 
rel. 
freq./1M 
rel. 
freq./1M 
modal  
auxiliary 
            
may mund potrebbe 3730.04 944.35 300.06 846.18 
might mund   3730.04 270.97 0.00 358.17 
can mund può/posso* 3730.04 3271.15 2554.05 2974.25 
could mund potre* 3730.04 666.89 0.00 812.63 
ought to     0.00 8.11 0.00 37.51 
should   dovre* 0.00 942.73 225.30 621.47 
would     0.00 1174.76 0.00 920.12 
need to nevojitet   62.57 220.67 0.00 186.84 
hedge 
      
introd. phrase (shield)            
In my opinion për mendimin tim secondo me 1.31 24.34 0.00 15.87 
In our opinion për mendimin tone secondo noi 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.97 
according to sipas 
secondo half means 
second 
1550.21 863.22 1084.06 659.70 
as far as I can 
tell 
  
per quanto posso di-
re/da quello che posso 
dire 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
as far as I 
know 
  
per quanto ne so/per 
quanto (ne) sappia 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.36 
think mendoj* pens* 191.64 290.44 0.00 179.98 
I think mendoj penso 15.31 0.00 0.00 48.33 
believe besoj* cred* 48.13 0.00 0.00 52.30 
claim    affermo/ano/avo/avano 0.00 86.00 25.59 153.29 
suggest     0.00 107.09 0.00 98.83 
I suggest sugjeroj suggerisco 0.00 0.00 0.34 2.16 
suggest* sugjero* suggeris* 98.01 0.00 70.72 394.96 
doubt  dysho* dubit* 5.69 42.19 6.40 23.81 
(i) assume      0.00 94.11 0.00 167.36 
guess  
hamendeso*/them 
se 
  0.00 29.21 0.00 11.54 
I guess 
hamëndesoj/them 
se 
  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.72 
argue* argumento*   0.00 0.00 0.00 112.90 
indicate  trego* indica* 969.15 116.83 0.00 99.19 
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indicate*     0.00 0.00 0.00 272.68 
show       0.00 563.04 0.00 444.37 
show* trego* mostr* 969.15 1341.89 541.86 1635.37 
attribution 
shield 
            
believe* besoj* cred* 48.13 0.00 48.49 116.86 
believes beson crede 24.50 29.21 17.51 20.56 
claims     0.00 0.00 0.00 112.90 
suggests     0.00 0.00 0.00 121.55 
 
 
hedge &      CAR  CARE  CIAO  CIAOE 
modal auxil. 2   
r. freq. 
x 1M 
r. freq. 
x 1M 
r. freq. 
x 1M 
r. freq. 
x 1M 
noun       
necessity nevojë/a necessità 123.82 35.70 188.93 69.25 
opportunity mundësi opportunità 214.40 123.32 101.03 91.62 
possibility mundësi possibilità  214.40 144.41 326.67 186.84 
probability probabilitet/i probabilità 49.00 128.18 113.49 121.91 
tendency prirja/e tendenza 103.26 74.64 116.86 49.78 
argument argument/i argomento 28.88 160.64 104.40 353.12 
doubt dyshim/i dubbio 42.44 0.00 61.29 65.65 
probabilit* probabilitet* probabilit* 124.70 146.03 148.51 131.65 
lexical verb             
speculate spekulloj* suppon* 0.00 1.62 32.67 5.41 
imply nenkupto* insinu*/sottointend* 0.00 35.70 6.06 60.96 
suspect* dysho* sospett*+name 5.69 17.85 23.57 16.23 
performative      
 
      
agree dakort concord* 9.19 327.76 43.11 59.51 
propose propozo* propon* 44.63 38.94 149.19 46.89 
suppose supozo* suppon* 73.51 9.74 32.67 66.73 
adjective             
inclined to i prirur/priren të predispost* 34.13 9.74 8.76 8.30 
doubtful dyshimtë dubbios* 3.94 6.49 1.35 2.16 
likely sipas gjasave plausibile 0.00 124.94 0.00 159.79 
unlikely s'ka/nuk ka gjasa improbabile 2.19 9.74 2.69 15.15 
most probably ka shumë mundësi 
molto probabilmen-
te 
3.94 24.34 0.00 2.89 
possible e mundshme possibile 0.00 486.78 0.00 640.22 
suggestive sugjerues* suggestiv* 1.31 0.00 7.07 2.52 
typical zakonshme tipic* 88.38 66.53 176.47 235.17 
  tipike   75.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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hedges &      CAR  CARE  CIAO  CIAOE 
modal auxil. 3 
  
r. freq. 
x 1M 
r. freq. 
x 1M 
r. freq. 
x 1M 
r. freq. 
x 1M 
adverb 
(shield) 
            
supposedly 
me hamënd-
je/hamëndesisht 
  0.00 4.87 0.00 8.66 
perhaps ndoshta magari 105.45 90.87 28.29 70.70 
potentially potencialisht potencialmente 13.56 16.23 0.00 53.74 
seemingly mesa duket   1.31 1.62 0.00 10.10 
presumably ka te ngjarë presumibilmente 0.00 6.49 15.83 16.59 
normally normalisht normalmente 27.13 47.06 36.71 53.02 
essentially esencialisht essenzialmente 3.94 34.07 48.49 49.78 
probably ka mundësi probabilmente 19.69 131.43 170.07 169.16 
possibly mundësisht possibilmente 7.00 19.47 6.40 64.92 
approximator             
presumably ka te ngjarë presumibilmente 0.00 6.49 15.83 16.59 
most me i/e/të 
la maggior parte/il 
maggior numero/il 
più/la più/i più 
3325.75 1249.40 322.96 1080.99 
practically praktikisht praticamente 21.44 14.60 0.00 14.43 
technically teknikisht tecnicamente 23.19 4.87 4.38 8.30 
generally pergjithësisht generalmente 163.64 191.47 109.79 229.40 
kind of një lloj un tipo di 106.76 212.56 28.29 281.34 
sort of njëfarë una sorte di 11.38 30.83 0.67 99.55 
somehow disi in qualche modo 55.57 35.70 31.66 45.45 
almost thuajse quasi 42.88 212.56 343.17 230.84 
approximately per/afersisht approssimativamente 31.07 63.28 11.79 42.56 
nearly thuajse quasi 42.88 121.69 343.17 33.90 
relatively relativisht relativamente 129.07 82.75 101.70 80.07 
about rreth (all') incirca 645.37 1299.70 13.47 1226.35 
around rreth circa 645.37 232.03 418.60 231.20 
adverb of 
time 
            
rarely rrallë raramente 59.07 17.85 0.00 29.58 
sometimes ndonjëherë alcune volte 52.50 123.32 0.00 281.34 
usually zakonisht di solito/solitamente 258.15 232.03 70.72 281.34 
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booster &      CAR  CARE  CIAO  CIAOE 
modal auxil. 1   
r. freq. 
x 1M 
r. freq. 
x 1M 
r. freq. 
x 1M 
r. freq. 
x 1M 
modal auxili-
ary 
      
must duhet/should/have to/ought to dovere (all forms) 1616.28 514.36 794.44 442.57 
shall     0.00 184.98 0.00 67.45 
will do të/will/would/   2007.44 1732.93 0.00 1324.45 
booster 
      
phrase             
no doubt nuk ka dyshim nessun dubbio 0.88 12.98 0.34 6.85 
in fact në fakt di fatto/in fatti 128.20 194.71 68.70 497.75 
as a matter of 
fact 
faktikisht in realtà 3.06 1.62 0.00 77.19 
beyond doubt përtej dyshimeve   0.00 0.00 0.00 0.72 
without doubt pa dyshim senza dubbi/o 23.19 0.00 26.27 0.36 
for certain me siguri di certo 15.31 8.11 12.12 5.41 
for sure me siguri di sicuro 14.88 1.62 5.05 5.77 
of course patjetër naturalmente 18.38 66.53 72.74 82.24 
lexical verb             
find*/found gjej/n/gjejnë/gjetur/gjeti/a/en trov* 120.32 407.27 909.61 568.81 
demonstrate demostroj* dimostrat* 3.94 45.43 106.08 61.32 
prove provoj*+faktoj*   21.44 35.70 0.00 143.92 
declare* deklaro* dichiar*+declaration 40.25 95.73 210.14 52.30 
strongly belie-
ve 
besoj shumë credo fortemente 0.00 1.62 0.00 0.00 
adjective         0.00   
evident dukshme evidente 110.70 0.00 175.12 113.62 
clear qartë chiaro/a/i/e 334.72 210.94 200.38 257.89 
certain sigurt sicuro/a/i/e 52.94 309.92 45.80 263.30 
definitive perfundimtare definitivo 33.69 9.74 13.81 10.82 
inevitable pashmangshme inevitabile 11.81 4.87 27.28 12.62 
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booster &    CAR  CARE  CIAO  CIAOE 
modal auxil. 2   
r. freq. x 
1M 
r. freq. 
x 1M 
r. freq. 
x 1M 
r. freq. 
x 1M 
adverb             
apparently mesa duket apparentemente 1.31 27.58 27.62 42.20 
theoretically teorikisht/në teori teoricamente 26.25 21.09 14.48 19.84 
basically thelbësisht/thelbësore 
in sostanza/ 
sostanzialmente 
74.82 73.02 93.96 51.58 
undoubtedly pa dyshim indubbiamente 23.19 12.98 14.48 31.02 
undeniably pamohueshme/shëm innegabile 6.13 1.62 6.40 4.33 
definitely përfundimisht definitivamente 21.88 29.21 18.52 15.51 
obviously duket qartë ovviamente 22.75 84.37 80.82 52.66 
certainly patjetër/sigurisht certamente 65.63 29.21 79.48 57.71 
especially sidomos specialmente 282.21 369.95 38.73 313.08 
largely gjerësisht largamente 84.01 37.32 15.83 55.91 
inevitably 
pashmangshmërisht/ 
në mënyrë të 
pashmangshme 
inevitabilmente 6.56 8.11 30.98 22.36 
surely sigurisht sicuramente 49.00 12.98 100.69 107.85 
clearly qartësisht chiaramente 13.13 214.18 98.34 174.57 
significantly domethënëse sensibilmente 49.88 71.39 14.82 130.93 
actually ne te vertetë/aktualisht attualmente 63.44 82.75 66.34 288.55 
adverb of degree         
 
  
extremely ekstremisht estremamente 2.63 34.07 71.06 112.54 
completely tërësisht completamente 58.63 100.60 116.52 164.11 
entirely plotësisht interamente 135.64 37.32 37.04 51.58 
fully plotësisht pienamente 135.64 118.45 28.29 108.57 
adverb of time             
always gjithmonë/perherë sempre 223.15 300.18 760.76 422.37 
never kurrë/asnjëhë mai 77.88 194.71 269.41 231.92 
amplifier             
very shumë molto 2932.84 994.65 848.32 748.43 
absolutely absolutisht assolutamente 10.94 24.34 33.34 15.87 
considerably 
në mënyrë të 
konsiderueshme 
notevolmente 13.13 16.23 44.12 28.13 
particularly veçanërisht particolarmente 196.89 110.34 173.77 239.50 
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Appendix 4: List of monolingual and bilingual dictionaries for semantic 
categories and equivalents 
Monolingual dictionaries 
English 
Cambridge (Online) Dictionary (COD) 
Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English (LDOCE) 
Oxford Dictonaries (Oxford)  
Wordnet 
Italian 
Grande Dizionario Hoepli Italiano (Hoepli) 
Olivetti Italiano (Olivetti) 
RCS Libri 
Treccani 
Albanian 
Dictonary of Albanian from “Qendra për Edukim dhe Përparim” (QEP) 
Dictionary of the Current Albanian Language (FGJSSH: Fjalori i Gjuhës së Sotme 
Shqipe) 
 
Monolingual dictionaries used for synonyms/antonyms 
English 
Thesaurus 
Albanian 
Mentioned above 
Italian 
RCS Libri 
 
Bilingual dictionaries 
Albanian-English 
Stefanllari’s English-Albanian Dictionary (2007) 
Italian-English, English-Italian 
Grande Dizionario Hoepli Inglese 
WordReference Online Dictionary 
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Nationalität: Albanisch 
 
Hochschulausbildung:  
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Bisherige Berufserfahrung: 
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Lehrerfahrung: 
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Aug. 2017  Unterricht im wissenschaftlichen Schreiben in einer Sommer  
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Ehrenamt:   
seit 2018  Mentor für internationale Doktoranden an der TU Chemnitz 
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Appendix 6: Deutsche Zusammenfassung 
6.1. Einleitung  
Da Sprache (nach Halliday/Matthiesen 2014: 25) ein Mittel des persönlichen Ausdrucks 
und der fachlichen und gesellschaftlichen Verständigung ist, beiinhalten unsere Texte 
unsere persönlichen und pädagogischen Erfahrungen, unseres alltäglichen Umfeldes 
und unserer Kultur. Die vorliegende Dissertationsschrift mit dem Titel “A Corpus-
based Comparison of Albanian and Italian Academic Writings in L1 and English as 
L2: Hedges and Boosters as Modalization by Degree”1 ist ein Beitrag aus der 
Perspektive der systemisch-funktionalen Grammatik und des wissenschaftlichen 
Schreibens. Sie vergleicht Hedges (im Deutschen auch als Heckenausdrücke 
bezeichnet) und Booster in Arbeiten albanischer und italienischer Studenten2 in der 
jeweiligen Muttersprache sowie der Zweitsprache Englisch. 
Sowohl in unserer Alltagssprache als auch im wissenschaftlichen Schreiben gibt es 
Abstufungen zwischen positiver (es ist) und negativer (es ist nicht) Polarität, also 
Abstufungen von "Bestimmtheit", die als Modalität bezeichnet werden. Innerhalb 
des Systems der Modalität bildet die Modalisierung (Wahrscheinlichkeit, 
Gewöhnlichkeit) ein Kontinuum von Unbestimmtheit zu Bestimmtheit. Diese wird 
durch Formen ausgedrückt, die Holmes (1990) und Hyland (1998b) als Hedges und 
Booster bezeichnen. Diese sprachlichen Mittel können aber auch Ausdruck der 
Modulation (z.b. indem Ideen oder Handlungen vorgeschlagen werden) und Intensität 
(durch Abstufungsmittel) sein, entweder durch einen Gesamtgrad (vollständig), 
einen hohen Grad (fast) oder einen niedrigen Grad (teilweise). Durch Hedges 
(möglicherweise, fast, ich denke) und Booster (sicherlich, vollständig, demonstrieren) 
zeigen Autoren ihre Professionalität, indem sie deutlich machen, wann sie den 
Sachverhalt ihrer Aussagen als verlässliches Wissen darstellen, wann Zweifel daran 
möglich sind, aber auch, wann sie soziale Zusammenhänge vermitteln müssen. (vgl. 
Hyland 1998b)  
Hedges (wahrscheinlich, ungefähr) sind dadurch gekennzeichnet, dass die Autoren 
sich nicht vollständig zu den angegebenen Fakten und beschriebenen Sachverhalten 
ihrer Äußerungen bekennen und sich so eher von ihnen distanzieren. (vgl. Hyland 
2017: 20) Aus meiner Sicht zeigen Hedges durch ihre Funktion als autorenbezogene 
“Schutzschilde“ (Shields) (z.B. ich denke), dass sich ein Autor zu dem beschriebenen 
Sachverhalten nur wenig bekennt.  Zudem könnte eine Variable auch nur zum Teil zu 
einer Kategorie gehören, z.B. durch die Funktion als aussagebezogene Approximatoren 
(z.B. ungefähr). Meine Einteilung von Hedges in zwei Kategorien ist eine 
Weiterentwicklung der Kategorisierung von Rounders, Adaptors und Plausibility 
                                                 
 
1 Deutsche Übersetzung: „Ein korpusbasierter Vergleich albanischer und italienischer akade-
mischer Arbeiten in der Muttersprache Italienisch und Albanisch und in der Zweitsprache Eng-
lisch: Hedges und Booster als abgestufte Modalisierung.“ 
2 Genderspezifische Bezeichnungen gelten in dieser Zusammenfassung für alle Geschlechter, 
selbst wenn der Lesbarkeit wegen nur eine Variante verwendet wurde. 
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Shields von Prince, Frader und Bosk (1982). Außerdem wurden die Kategorisierungen 
von Lafuente Millán (2008) und Salager-Meyer (1994) weiterentwickelt, welche einer 
tieferen Ebene zugeordnet werden können. Diese sind: Menge (Quantitity), 
Abstufungsgrad (Degree), Häufigkeit (Frequency), und Einschränkung (limitation). Zu 
der Kategorisierung von Prince et al. (1982) wurden Impersonal Shields hinzugefügt. 
Die von Lafuente Millán (2008) und Salager-Meyer (1994) wurde um 
Wahrscheinlichkeit (Probability) erweitert. Anschließend wurden alle genannten 
Kategorien für meine Analyse zusammengeführt.  
Booster (völlig; definitiv; es ist klar, dass) können verwendet werden, um 
hervorzuheben, dass ein Autor von seinen Aussagen überzeugt ist. (vgl. Hyland 2017: 
20) Sie zeigen entweder, dass sich ein Autor ganz zu dem in seiner Aussage 
beschriebenen Sachverhalt bekennt und somit überzeugt ist, dass dieser wahr ist (als 
autorenbezogene Booster, z.B. sicherlich, natürlich). Sie können aber auch aufzeigen, 
dass eine Bezeichnung vollständig zu einer semantischen Kategorie gehört (als 
aussagebezogene Booster (Intensifier), z.B. vollständig). Booster wurden in meiner 
Studie nach den Kategorien von Quirk et al. (1985) und Bondi (2008) eingeteilt. 
Hedges und Booster ermöglichen also verschiedene Abstufungen, wie bestimmt 
oder unbestimmt beziehungsweise selbstbewusst sich ein wissenschftlicher Autor 
ausdrückt und wie wahrscheinlich eine Äußerung ist. Dies kennzeichnet 
zwischenmenschliche und ideelle sozio-semiotische Prozesse auf semantischer 
Ebene (Approximatoren), pragmatischer Ebene (Shields) und eine Interaktion beider. 
Diese Modalitätsformen haben verschiedene Ausprägungen, Orientierung, Prosodie, 
sowie Wortstellung und Polarität je nach kulturellem und linguistischem Kontext 
(Halliday 1985; Halliday und Matthiessen 2014; Lafuente Millàn 2008; Hyland 
1998a; 2005; 2017; Prince et al. 1982; Salager-Meyer 1994). 
Den Schwerpunkt dieser Dissertationsschrift stellt die empirische Analyse von 
Hedges und Booster dar, wie sie in wissenschaftlichen Texten von italienischen und 
albanischen Studenten in deren Muttersprache und in der Zweitsprache Englisch 
verwendet werden. In meiner qualitativen und quantitativen Analyse erläutere ich die 
Ergebnisse von ca. 15.000 Fällen von Hedges und Booster in Albanisch, Italienisch und 
Englisch. Hierbei wurden auch mit ihnen verbundene Aspekte, wie z.B ihre 
Wortstellung, Orientierung, Ausprägung (Manifestiation) und Prosodie der 
Modalisierung, analysiert. Ihre Wortstellung variiert von einleitend (am Anfang 
eines Satzes) zu thematisch (am Anfang eines Satzes oder Teilsatzes), mittig 
(zwischen zwei Teilsätzen, aber nicht neben der finiten Verbform) bis hin zu neutral 
(zwischen zwei Teilsätzen, neben der finiten Verbform). Sie können zudem auch vor 
einem lexikalischen Verb (promote) oder separat (getrennt durch Kommas oder in 
Klammern) vorkommen. Die Wortstellung scheint eng mit der Orientierung 
(subjektiv und objektiv) und Ausprägung (explizit und implizit) verbunden zu sein, 
die durch Hedges und Booster zum Ausdruck kommt. Es ist notwendig 
herauszufinden, ob die ausgewählten Hedges und Booster subjektiv-explizit (ich 
denke, es wird gezeigt), subjektiv-implizit (könnte, werde), objektiv-explizit (es ist 
möglich, es ist offensichtlich) oder objektiv-implizit (möglicherweise, definitiv, 
vorangestellte Hedges und Booster) sind. Darüber hinaus wurde gezeigt, wie die 
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Prosodie der Modalisierung sogar zu einer Prosodie der Modalität ausgedehnt 
werden kann, indem Modalisierung und Modulation als Abstufung interagieren. Die 
Prosodie kann harmonisch (Booster-Booster oder Hedge-Hedge) oder unharmonisch 
(Hedge-Booster) sein. Um sich ein vollständiges Bild davon zu verschaffen, wie 
die Studenten Aussagen in ihren Texten miteinander verbinden und wie sie sich 
allgemein ausdrücken, ist es unerlässlich, sowohl Hedges als auch Booster zu 
untersuchen. (vgl. Grabe und Kaplan 1997/2010: 155; Lafuente Millán 2008: 70) 
Der besondere wissenschaftliche Wert dieser Arbeit liegt darin, dass sie den ersten 
großen Beitrag zur Forschung von albanischen wissenschaftlichen Texten leistet und 
einen wertvollen Vergleich zweier historisch verbundener Nachbarländer präsentiert. 
Darüber hinaus ist dies der erste Vergleich zwischen Hedges und Booster in 
albanischen und italienischen (muttersprachlichen) Diskursen, welcher somit eine 
Forschungslücke schließt. Es wurden zudem die zwei unerforschten, sprachlichen und 
kulturellen Kontexte, die bekannten und verwandten Konzepte aus der systemisch-
funktionalen Grammatik von Halliday (1985) bzw. Halliday/ Matthiessen (2014), die 
semantischen Kategorisierungen von Lafuente Millán (2008) und Salager Meyer 
(1994), sowie die pragmatischen und semantischen Kategorisierungen von Prince et 
al. (1982) und Quirk et al. (1985) vorgestellt. Meine Dissertation hat diese Theorien 
in einer innovativen Kombination verwendet. Wie Toska (2015) feststellte, wurden in 
Albanien bisher kaum Forschungen zum wissenschaftlichen Schreiben durchgeführt. 
Daher ist es unerlässlich, Studien auf diesem Gebiet zu initiieren. Ausdrücke von 
Bestimmtheit im Text, wie Booster, elauben es Autoren von wissenschaftlichen Texten, 
vertretbare Aussagen und Behauptungen zu formulieren und die Zustimmung ihrer 
Leser zu bekommen, indem sie zum Beispiel überzeugt wirken und selbstbewusst 
schreiben. 
 
6.2. Methodisches Vorgehen 
Für diese empirische Studie wurden zwei Korpora von italienischen Studentenarbeiten 
(jeweils circa 3 Millionen Wörter) in Italienisch und Englisch und zwei Korpora 
von albanischen Studienarbeiten in Albanisch (etwa 2,2 Millionen Wörter) und 
Englisch (etwa 600.000 Wörter) erstellt. Diese Arbeiten wurden direkt von Studenten 
und den Online-Repositorien der Universität Tirana, sowie von 13 italienischen 
Universitäten wie der Universita Ca' Foscari Venezia (Venedig, Norditalien), Universita 
Cattolica (Mailand, Norditalien), Roma Tre (Mittelitalien) und derUniversità degli studi 
di Napoli (Neapel, Süditalien) gesammelt. Die Korpora heißen CAR (Corpus of 
Albanian Research), CARE (Corpus of Albanian Research in English), CIAO (Corpus 
of Italian Academic Output) und CIAOE (Corpus of Italian Academic Output in 
English).  
Ein wichtiges Kriterium für einen sinnvollen Vergleich ist die Kompatibilität 
der Korpora. Hervorzuheben ist bei diese Studie die vergleichbare Anzahl von 
Arbeiten von weiblichen und männlichen Studenten in CAR, CIAO und CIAOE. 
Außerdem besitzen alle Texte ein ähnliches wissenschaftliches Niveau (BA, MA, 
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PhD). Ein interessanter Aspekt der Korpora ist, dass Frauen nicht wesentlich mehr 
schreiben als Männer. Die italienischen Arbeiten stammen aus den Jahren 2003 bis 
2015 und die albanischen Arbeiten aus den Jahren 2009 bis 2015. Laut Schmied 
(2011: 16) ist die Kompatibilität der Korpora eine große Herausforderung bei 
vergleichenden Analysen im wissenschaftlichen Schreiben. Dies zeigt sich 
besonders deutlich im CARE-Korpus, welcher nur etwa 600.000 Wörter umfasst. 
Leider war es trotz meiner beiden Forschungsreisen zu verschiedenen albanischen 
Universitäten nicht möglich, mehr Daten für CARE zu sammeln. 
Ich habe sowohl Arbeiten aus den Naturwissenschaften (Medizin, Chemie, Physik, 
Mathematik und Informatik), als auch aus den Geistes- und Sozialwissenschaften 
(Sozialwissenschaften, Sprachen und Literatur) gesammelt. Da diese beiden 
Wissenschaftsbereiche unterschiedliche Konventionen und Sprachstile erfordern (siehe 
z.B. Vázquez und Giner 2009), wäre der Fokus auf nur einen Bereich nicht 
repräsentativ. Die Anzahl von Texten pro Bereich ist ausgewogen, mit Ausnahme der 
Bereiche Sprache und Literatur, die jeweils mehr Texte enthalten.  
 
Meine fünf Forschungsfragen, welche im nächsten Kapitel beantwortet werden, 
sind: 
 
1. Welche qualitativen Unterschiede bestehen in der Verwendung von Hedges, 
Booster und deren semantischen und pragmatischen Unterkategorien in den 
albanischen und italienischen Korpora? 
2. Welche Entscheidungen treffen die Autoren der Texte meiner Korpora hinsichtlich 
systemisch-funktionaler Konzepte von Hedges und Booster, wie deren 
Wortstellung, Orientierung, Ausprägung und Prosodie der Modalisierung? 
3. Worin bestehen die Unterschiede in der Häufigkeit von Hedges, Booster und 
deren semantischen und pragmatischen Unterkategorien in den albanischen und 
italienischen Korpora? 
4. Worin bestehen die quantitativen Unterschiede in den albanischen und 
italienischen Korpora in der Verwendung von Hedges und Booster, wie deren 
Wortstellung, Orientierung, Ausprägung und Prosodie der Modalisierung?  
5. Welche Rolle spielen Geschlecht und Genre bei der Verwendung von Hedges 
und Booster? 
 
Die Aufbereitung der Daten für die Analyse, sowie die Analyse selbst sind zwei 
entscheidende Schritte dieser Studie. Für die Untersuchung wurde das Konkordanz-
Programm AntConc (Version 3.4.4.4; Anthony 2014) verwendet. Nach der 
quantitativen und qualitativen Analyse der ca. 15.000 Fälle von Hedges und Booster 
wurden die Ergebnisse auf 1 Million Wörter normalisiert, damit ein Vergleich der 
Ergebnisse der unterschiedlich großen Korpora möglich ist. Aufgrund der 
Häufigkeitsberechnungen wurden mehrere statistische Tests durchgeführt. Eine der 
wichtigsten Untersuchungsmethoden meiner Studie ist die logistische Regression. 
Gelman and Hill (2007: 79, meine Übersetzung) bezeichnen logistische Regression als 
"den Standardweg zur Modellierung binärer Ergebnisse". Dieser statistische Test wurde 
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gewählt, weil meine abhängigen Variablen, Hedges und Booster, binär sind. Ein 
weiterer relevanter Test beziehungsweise ein Programm, mit dem die Unterschiede in 
der Verwendung von spezifischen Hedges und Booster in den vier Korpora gemessen 
wurden, ist der Log-Likelihood- und Effektgrößenrechner (von der Lancaster 
University). Dieser wurde gewählt, um die Log-Likelihood- und Effektgrößen in 
verschiedenen Vergleichen auszuwerten.  
Durch die quantitative und qualitative Analyse albanischer und italienischer 
wissenschatlicher Texte von Studenten wurde versucht, die kontextbasierten Fälle 
in verschiedenen Kategorien zu beschreiben, wobei auch mögliche Überschneidungen 
einbezogen wurden. Des Weiteren wurde der Zusammenhang zwischen diesen 
Kategorien untersucht. Ziel war es, die Häufigkeiten dieser Kategorien aufzuzeigen 
und ihre statistische Signifikanz zu berechnen. 
 
6.3. Ergebnisse und Schlussbetrachtungen 
Wie bereits erwähnt, befasst sich diese Studie mit pragmatischen, semantischen und 
syntaktischen Aspekten von Hedges und Booster. Dafür wurden vier Korpora 
albanischer und italienischer wissenschaftlicher Arbeiten von Studenten in deren 
Muttersprache sowie ihrer Zweitsprache Englisch erstellt und untersucht. Der 
folgende Abschnitt fasst die wichtigsten Ergebnisse dieser Analyse zusammen, 
indem die fünf Forschungsfragen beantwortet werden.  
Die erste Forschungsfrage war: Welche qualitativen Unterschiede bestehen in der 
Verwendung von Hedges, Booster und deren semantischen und pragmatischen 
Unterkategorien in den albanischen und italienischen Korpora? Es gab eine 
kontextabhängige Variation in der aussage- und autorenbezogenen (proposition- 
related and author-related) Art und Weise, wie Hedges (wahrscheinlich, ziemlich) 
und Booster (signifikant, definitiv) verwendet wurden. Die Variation bestätigte die 
Theorie von Varttala (2001: 11 f.) und Skelton (1988: 38), dass Hedge-Kategorien 
überlappen, wie zum Beispiel Shields, und nicht die Theorie von Prince et al. (1980: 6 
ff.), dass Hedges klar getrennt sind. Auch bei Booster wurde festgestellt, dass sich 
manche Kategorien überlappten. Booster, die typischerweise propositional sind, 
können interpersonelle Eigenschaften aufweisen, indem sie ihre semantische zu 
einer pragmatischen Bedeutung ausweiten.  
Die Gründe dafür waren je nach Kontext und ihrer Wortstellung unterschiedlich. 
Wenn Studenten zu Beginn eines Satzes zum Beispiel Wörter wie vollständig, völlig 
und vollkommen verwenden, ist es sehr wahrscheinlich, dass sie versuchen, ihre 
Aussage hervorzuheben und einen direkten Zusammenhang zwischen dem verwendeten 
Attribut und der Tatsache, dass sie sich zu etwas bekennen, herzustellen. Zudem wurde 
definitiv meist als autorenbezogener Booster (Emphasizer) kategorisiert, wenn es die 
semantische Bedeutung von ohne Zweifel, absolut hatte. In diesem Fall wurde der 
Booster höchstwahrscheinlich gewählt, um mögliche Zweifel an manchen 
Behauptungen abzumildern und zu überzeugen. Im Gegensatz dazu hat definitiv zudem 
die semantische Bedeutung von vollständig, weshalb es meist als aussagebezogener 
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Booster (Intensifier) eingestuft wurde. Es ist ziemlich überraschend, dass selbst ein 
starker Booster wie definitiv die Propositionsebene und die Ausdrucksintensität 
beeinflussen kann. 
Das Ziel des zweiten Teils meiner qualitativen Analyse war es, systemisch-
funktionale Aspekte von Hedges und Booster, wie ihrer Wortstellung, Orientierung, 
Ausprägung und Prosodie der Modalisierung (Forschungsfrage 2), zu ermitteln und 
zu beschreiben. Die Ergebnisse zeigen, dass im wissenschaftlichen Schreiben 
albanischer und italienischer Studenten eine Hedge-Booster-Kombination des 
Auftretens der Prosodie der Modalisierung auftrat. Diese kam sogar in Form einer 
Prosodie der Modalität vor, in welcher sich verschiedene Formen von Modalisierung 
und Modulation dynamisch innerhalb des gleichen Satzes gruppierten. Darüber hinaus 
gab es eine starke Korrelation zwischen der Wortstellung, dem Kontext und 
verschiedenen Kombinationen von Orientierung und Ausprägung. Dies zeigte sich 
besonders in dem häufigen Wechsel von objektiv-impliziten adverbialen Hedges zu 
objektiv-expliziten, wenn sie am Anfang eines (Teil-)Satzes, in der Mitte oder in 
Klammern auftraten.  
Darüber hinaus wurde nachgewiesen, wie Hedges (andeuten, behaupten) durch 
ihre Funktion als wage Aussagen überraschend in den Bereich der Modulation 
übergehen können und nicht wie üblich von Modulation zu Modalität. Wie mit 
Christian Matthiessen in einem persönlichen Gespräch am 14. Dezember 2018 
diskutiert, erfasst dies einen Wandel in der englischen Sprache und ergänzt wichtige 
Kenntnisse innerhalb der systemisch-funktionalen Grammatik. All die genannten 
Ergebnisse liefern neue Erkenntnisse über die zusammenhängenden systemisch-
funktionalen Aspekte, die von Halliday (1985) bzw. Halliday und Matthiessen 
(2014) erarbeitet wurden. 
Die dritte Forschungsfrage bezog sich auf die Unterschiede in der Häufigkeit von 
Hedges, Booster und deren semantischen und pragmatischen Unterkategorien innerhalb 
und zwischen den albanischen und italienischen Korpora. Im Allgemeinen schienen 
italienische Studenten, sowohl in ihrer Muttersprache als auch im Englischen, 
selbstbewusster und bestimmter zu sein, indem sie mehr „wagten“ als albanische 
Studenten, welche es vorzogen, sich in ihrer Muttersprache vorsichtiger und 
distanzierter auzudrücken. Diese Unterschiede sind statistisch signifikant, wie die 
logistische Regression zeigte. Darüber hinaus wurden diese Ergebnisse auch durch die 
Log-Likelihood-Ergebnisse des Vergleichs zwischen CARE und CIAOE untermauert: 
Approximatoren wurden statistisch signifikant häufiger verwendet. Zudem wurden 
lexikalische Verben häufiger als Hedges in CARE verwendet und Booster, wie 
sicherlich und natürlich, häufiger in CIAOE. Auch wenn Albaner eher als stolz und 
selbstbewusst eingeschätzt werden, wie es Dozenten im Interview angaben und es 
allgemein bekannt ist, so haben die Ergebnisse von CAR dies nicht bestätigt. 
Stattdessen schien die geringere hierarchische Position und institutionelle Rolle 
albanische Studenten (und nicht die italienischen) zu beeinflussen, welche häufiger 
Hedges benutzten. Dies wird in einer solchen wissenschaftlichen Hierarchie, die 
höherstehende und erfahrenere Betreuer, Lehrer und andere Experten umfasst, 
erwartet. (vgl. Argyle und Henderson 1984; Matthiessen 2010; Pulcini and Furiassi 
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2004; Riekkinen 2009) Im Vergleich dazu, wirken italienische Studenten 
selbstbewusster, und manchmal sogar zu selbstbewusst, wie es ihre Dozenten 
bestätigten. Darüber hinaus zeigte der Vergleich der relativen Häufigkeiten pro 
1.000.000.000 Wörter, dass italienische Studenten viel mehr Booster mit hoher 
Intensität (vollständig, völlig) verwendeten, während albanische mehr Booster mit 
geringerer Intensität (fast, nahezu und ungefähr) bevorzugten. Es wurde 
nachgewiesen, dass die Italiener mehr Booster benutzten als die Albaner und dass 
Hedges häufiger als Booster in CAR verwendet wurden. 
Meine vierte Forschungsfrage konzentrierte sich auf die quantitativen Unterschiede 
der albanischen und italienischen Korpora in der Verwendung von Hedges und Booster, 
wie deren Wortstellung, Orientierung, Ausprägung und Prosodie der Modalisierung. 
Wie bereits diskutiert wurde, begünstigte die mittlere Wortstellung die Verwendung von 
Hedges deutlich, während die neutrale und thematische Wortstellung die Verwendung 
von Booster deutlich unterstützte. Es bleibt unklar, warum Studenten aus den 
naturwissenschaflichen Bereichen und Geistes- und Sozialwissenschaftlichen Bereichen 
diese sprachlichen Entscheidungen getroffen haben. Es ist jedoch anzunehmen, dass sie 
betonen wollten, dass sie sich vollkommen zu einer Aussage bekennen, indem sie 
Booster am Anfang eines (Teil-)Satzes verwendeten. Darüber hinaus zeigten die n-
Werte die höchste Häufigkeit von Hedges und Booster in einer neutralen Wortstellung, 
gefolgt von der mittleren und thematischen. Ich erwartete eine Prävalenz der neutralen 
Wortstellung, da Hedging und Boosting Adverbien häufig mit allgemeinen 
lexikalischen Verben (Funktion, Denken), temporalen Operatoren (ist, war) und 
finiten Operatoren (könnte, werden) zusammen vorkommen. 
Hinsichtlich modaler Orientierung und Ausprägung wurden Hedges in der 
objektiv-impliziten Kombination deutlich bevorzugt, während in objektiv-expliziten 
Vorkommnissen häufig Booster verwendet wurden. Die indirekte Art und Weise, 
wie die Studenten aus den beiden Kulturen Hedges verwenden, passt zu der 
vorsichtigen Natur von Hedges selbst, sowie zu den geringen institutionellen Rollen 
der Studierenden als Akteure im wissenschaftlichen Diskurs. Darüber hinaus drückten 
Albaner Gewissheit explizit aus, während Italiener Offensichtlichkeit und 
Natürlichkeit auf direktere Weise und Sicherheit auf indirektere Weise ausdrückten. 
Darüber hinaus wurden im Gegensatz zu nichtharmonischen Kombinationen, 
eher harmonische Kombinationen wie Hedge-Hedge oder Booster-Booster 
bevorzugt. Dies zeigt, dass die relativ unerfahrenen Autoren ihren Fokus auf das 
Schaffen einer Prosodie der Modalisierung legen und nicht darauf, verschiedene Werte 
(niedrig, mittel, hoch) in verschiedenen Teilen desselben Satzes oder eine 
Abhängigkeitsbeziehung aufzuzeigen. Diese Präferenz kann von verschiedenen 
Faktoren abhängen, wie z.B. der Sachverhaltsebene des Satzes, dem Umfang der 
ausgewählten Variablen, der Beherrschung solcher Variablen durch die Autoren, der 
Art der Variablen selbst, der hierarchischen Macht und der institutionellen Rolle der 
Autoren. 
Meine fünfte Forschungsfrage war: Welche Rolle spielen Geschlecht und Genre bei 
der Verwendung von Hedges und Booster? Die damit verbundene Hypothese besagte, 
dass Hedges häufiger von Studentinnen verwendet werden und dass Studierende 
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während ihres BA-MA-PhD- Bildungsweges mehr Hedges und Booster in ihren 
Doktorarbeiten verwenden würden. Die Hypothese wurde nicht bestätigt; weder in 
Bezug auf das Geschlecht noch auf das Genre, wie im Folgenden gezeigt wird. Meine 
Ergebnisse stimmen mit denen von Crismore et al. (1993) und Yeganeh und Ghoreishi 
(vgl. 2014: 10-11) überein. Das bedeutet, dass Männer signifikant mehr Hedges und 
Booster einsetzen als Frauen. Dies ist ein überraschendes Ergebnis, da sowohl Hedges 
als auch Booster oft als Merkmale der weiblichen Sprache gesehen werden. Es wird 
allgemein angenommen, dass es eine Entwicklung von frühen zu späteren Texten bei 
der Verwendung von Hedges und Booster gibt. MA-Studenten würden zum Beispiel 
mehr Hedges verwenden als BA-Studenten, wie Beyer (2015) zeigte. Sie würden auch 
eine größere Bandbreite an Modalisierungswerten oder Lexemen verwenden. Allerdings 
wurde keines dieser Merkmale in meinen Korpora gefunden. Albanische und 
italienische Doktoranden verwendeten nicht mehr Hedges und Booster als MA- oder 
BA-Studenten. Im Gegenteil, Doktoranden verwendeten sogar weniger Hedges. Dies 
könnte darauf zurückzuführen sein, dass die Doktoranden im Vergleich zu den BA-
Studenten weniger darauf angewiesen sind, von Gleichaltrigen und Lehrern akzeptiert 
zu werden. Darüber hinaus gab es mehr Hedges als Booster bei BA-Arbeiten und mehr 
Booster als Hedges bei Doktorarbeiten. Dieses Ergebnis stimmt mit Hylands (vgl. 2006: 
696) Argument überein, dass sich Anfänger mehr als Experten absichern wollen, weil 
sie sich um Akzeptanz bemühen. Dies steht im Gegensatz zu den Erwartungen 
fortgeschrittener Studenten, die ein größeres Bewusstsein für Hedging zeigen als 
weniger Fortgeschrittene.  
Konzepte wie multiple Shields und impersonal Shields, die in meiner Studie 
vorgestellt und erarbeitet wurden, sind auch für zukünftige Studien in diesem Bereich 
relevant. Darüber hinaus ist die Variation innerhalb der Hedges oder Booster auf 
autoren- und propositionsbezogene Kategorien und Unterkategorien ein relevanter 
Aspekt, der innerhalb der Wissenschaft mehr Aufmerksamkeit erfordert. Die Analyse 
der Variation innerhalb desselben Lexems hinsichtlich der Ausprägung, der 
Anpassung eines breiten Rahmens von Wortstellungskategorien und des Vergleiches 
von direkter und übertragener Negation (innerhalb der Modalität) in verschiedenen 
Sprachen würde diese relevanten Aspekte der systemisch-funktionalen Grammatik 
eine ganz neue Dimension verleihen. Außerdem wäre es sicherlich interessant, ihre 
pragmatischen und semantischen (propositionellen) Aspekte in ähnlichen 
zukünftigen Studien stärker zu untersuchen. Die Relevanz der Abhängigkeit in 
einer Diskussion über Booster (und Hedges), wie auch Bondis (2008) Studie zeigt, 
würde bei vollständiger Einbeziehung sicher interessante Ergebnisse liefern. 
Was den italienischen und insbesondere den albanischen Kontext angeht, so zeigten 
sie interessante sprachliche Merkmale und Unterschiede, die es wert sind, näher 
untersucht zu werden. Zukünftige Studien über das wissenschaftliche Schreiben 
von Studenten, Modalität, Intensität, Hedges, Booster und viele andere Aspekte sind 
unerlässlich, um unser Wissen über diese beiden eher unerforschten Bereiche und deren 
Zusammenhänge, insbesondere den albanischen, zu erweitern. 
Diese abschließenden Bemerkungen fassen die verschiedenen qualitativen und 
quantitativen Ergebnisse und die damit verbundenen Interpretationen meiner Studie 
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zusammen. Folgende Kompetenzen liegen dem effektiven wissenschaftlichen Schreiben 
zugrunde: plausible Argumente und Behauptungen angemessen zu vermitteln (durch 
Plausibility Shields und Emphasizers), andere Quellen einzubeziehen (durch 
Attribution Shields), eigene Ergebnisse zu diskutieren (durch Rounders und Intensifiers) 
und verschiedene Erkenntnisse über die Modalisierung zu nutzen, indem man das 
richtige Maß an Überzeugung mit Vorsicht in Einklang bringt. (vgl. Halliday 1985; 
Halliday und Matthiessen 2014; Hyland 1998a; 1998b) Meine Studie untersuchte diese 
unterschiedlichen Aspekte und Kompetenzen, um ein klares Verständnis dieser Fälle 
bei albanischen und italienischen Studenten aller wissenschaftlichen Niveaus zu 
gewinnen. 
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